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IN THE 
Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia 
AT RICHMOND. 
PATTIE G. FITZGERALD, DAVID S. DOGGETT AND 
ANNIE D. LINEN, 
v. 
LOULIE B. DOGGETT'S EXECUTOR AND OTHERS. 
To the Ho'f"orahle, the Justices of the Supreme 'CO'Uirt of Ap-
peaJ,s of Vi1·ginia: 
Your petitioners, Pattie G. Fitzgerald, David S. Doggett 
and Aunie D. Linen, respectfully show that they are ag-
grieved by a decree of the Chancery Court of the City of Rich-
mond entered on the 13th day of June, 1928, upholding the 
validity -of a certa.n cparitable bequest and devise set forth in 
the will of Loulie B. Doggett, deceased, in a. suit in equity 
wherein the Virginia Trust ompany, executor as -aforesaid, 
was the complainant and your petitioners and others were 
the defendants. Your petitioners exhibit herewith a trans-
cript of the record in said suit. 
THE FACTS O·F THE CASE.-
Miss Doggett· died in the City of Richmond on the 23rd day 
of March, 1924, and her will, dated February 23, 1922, was 
probated in the Chancery Court of the City of Richmond on 
the 11th day of April, 1924.. The will appointed the Virginia 
Trust Company of Richmon~ Virginia, her sole ex-ecutor, and 
the executor named in the will duly qualified. 
After giving some small pecuniary legacies to her Sister, 
Mrs. Pattie G. Fitzgerald, an old .and widowed lady!' and to 
certain nephews and nieces, which pecuniary legacies 
amounted to $3,500.00, the bulk of her estate, consisting of 
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two houses in the City of Richmond, valued at at least the. 
sum of $40,000.00, and her personal. estate, amounting to 
some $25,000.00, is attempted to be dispo~ed o~ under the 
third clause of her will, whi9h is as follows: 
'' TIDRD : All the rest, residue and remainder of my prop-
erty, both real and personal, of which I may die seized and 
possessed and to which I may be entitled at the time of my 
decease and wheresoever situated, I do give, bequeath and 
devise unto that society or organization of the Virginia Con-
ference Methodist Episc.opal Church, South, having as its 
principal object the relief of superannuated ministers of. the 
Virginia Conference. And it is my wish that the said society 
will-distribute this fund to and among the most needy ones 
under .its charge. 
I establish this trust fund as a memorial to my Father, 
Bishop David S. Doggett, and it would please me if the 
Church authorities would designate this fund as the 'Doggett 
Fund for superannuated ministers', and I direct that the sa~d 
s·ociety shall always keep said fund safely invested, and only 
the income from same to be· used for the sole purpose for 
which it was created." 
As the testatrix did not name or properly designate the 
society or organization intended to be the recipient of her 
charity, the Virginia Trust Company was compelled to insti-
tute inquiries with the view of finding out who was the chief 
beneficiary under her will. As a result of these inquiries, 
it was given the name of two societies or organizations, each 
of 'vhom claimed that it was the society or organization 
which the testatrix had in mind in writing the third clause 
of her will. The name of one of these two societies is : ''The 
Society.for the Relief of the Preac.hers of the Virginia Con-
ference Methodist Episcopal Church, South, and their fami-
lies, their widows and orphans"; and of the other "Confer-
ence Board of Finance''. (R., pp. 3 and 4.) 
The Virginia Trust Coinpany still did not know what so-
ciety or organization, if any, of the Metho'dist Episcopal 
Church, South, was entitled to the rest and residue of the 
estate of the said testatrix under the third clause thereof 
and therefore filed its bill, praying the C'ourt to construe the 
will and ascertain and determine whe.ther either of the two 
a.bove named societies was the society or organization which 
the testatrix had in mind and whether either of them was en-
titled to the benefits of said clause of the said Win, and, if not, 
whether any other society or organization was entitled to 
0 
-- --~--- ------ ------~ 
Supreme Court -of Appeals of Virginia.· 3 
such benefits. It made the. two societies and the above named 
three individuals parties to said bill:· 
It is admitted that Pattie G. Fitzgerald, David S. Doggett 
and Annie D. Linen, the individual defendants, are the sole 
beirs and distributees of Loulie B. Doggett. (R., p. 143.) 
In brief, to be hereafter further considered, the claim of the 
''.Society for the relief of the preachers of the Virginia ·Con-
ference Methodist Episcopal Church, South, and their fami- · 
lies, their widows and orphans'' was based on the foll9wing 
facts: (1) 'rhat it is a corporation capable of receiving, hold.:. 
ing and distributing the permanent fund created by the third 
clause of the Doggett will; (2) that it was the only organiza.: 
tion whose corporate .title contains the word "society"; (3) 
that, whilst it covers both active and superannuated preach-
€rs, yet its records show that the greater portion of its funds 
.are used for the care of superannuates; ( 4) that, whilst the 
Doggett will names specifica:lly• care ·of;· superannuates 
:and though such care is only one of the functions of .the 
preachers relief society, it has the right and will see· that such. 
fund, if' given it, will be used for that purpose. (R., .pp. 146 
to 156; Id. pp. 85 to 91.) 
It is true that on Octo1ber 17, 1924, the PreacP,ers Relief 
'Society finally passed a resolution, after the conference with 
the Conference Board of Finance, stating that the Confer-
ence Board of Finance was the proper organization of the 
Virginia Annual Conference, to receive the funds and estate 
devised and bequeathed under the will of Loulie B. Doggett. 
In its answer to the bill, it also set forth this resolution (R., 
pp. 29, 91). It will be noted that this resolution does not say 
that the Conference Board of Finance is the "society or 
organization'' which l\1iss Doggett had in mind in the prepar-
ation of her will. It simply says that the Conference Board 
of Finance is the "proper" organization to receive this 
money, whatever that may mean. Of course, it is for the 
Court to say what society or organization, if any, is to re-
ceive this bequest and not for these two bodies to dispose of 
this fund by agreement and not by the will of the testatrix. 
The disclaimer of the Preachers Relief Society cannot affect 
this legal question. . · 
The other and active claimant is the ''Conference Board 
'<>f Finance''. This is an unincorporated committee of an un-
incorporated assemblage of delegates of 835 churches, com-
posing ·the Virginia Conference, of an unincorporated de-
nomination or sect lmown as the Methodist Episcopal Church, 
South. Its claim will hereafter be more fully discussed, but 
at present it is sufficient to say that this Conference has for 
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a number of years, under different names, had a committee 
whose duty it is annually to estimate the amount that will 
probably be necessary to provide a reasonable support for the 
ensuing year for the superannuated preachers and the widows 
and orphan children of the deceased members of the Con-
ference and recommend this amount for assessment upon 
the Conference. (Discipline 1922, p. 158, section 355). This 
estimate is then apportioned among the 835 churches and 
collected through the officers of such church or churches .. 
When collected, the amount is annually distributed according 
to their several necessities (Discipline, section 356) · fo the 
superannuated preachers and widows and orphans of the 
deceased members of the Conference. If there are two claim-
ants equally needy, the distribution is made according to 
the years of service and not acc.ording to the necessities of 
the claimant. (R., p. 104.) Under the Discipline, which is 
the law and constitution o'f the Methodist Episcopal Chruch, 
South, it has no other function than that of estimating an-
nually, apportioning among the churches and collecting the 
fund so estimated and distributing the.same ·annually among 
the two classes of claimants. Under the Discipline, it has no 
power to receive a permanent fund, to invest and reinvest 
the same forever and to distribuate the income. It is, .there-
fore, without authority, even under the Discipline, to hold 
such a permanent fund as that provided by the Doggett will, 
and in law it certainlv could not hold such fund as it is an 
unincorporated committee of an unincorporated assemblage 
of 835 churches. 
It is true that the Conference Board does receive the in-
terest from certain specific funds. These funds were given by 
the donor or left by. the testator to individual trustees such 
as Dr. Christian and others, or to the Preacher's Relief So-
ciety with directions to pay over the income to the Confer-
ence Board of Finance. (R., pp. 117, 95-96.) 
After holding the case for two years, the learned Chan-
cellor, expressing the gravest doubt as to the correctness of 
his decision, finally decreed that the bequest and devise under 
the third clause of the Doggett will was a valid bequest and 
devise; that the Conference Board of Finance was clearly 
and beyond reasonable doubt designated and in the mind of 
Miss Dog-gett when she executed her will and that the Con-
ference Board ·of Finance was capable of holding this per-
manent f~ud forever in accordance with the requirements 
of said third clause. · 
There are other corporate bodies of the Methodist Episco-
pal Church, South, to which the att~ntion of the Court will 
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hereafter he ~alled. It is sufficient here to point out that the 
Conference Board of }.,inanGe was itself in the gravest doubt 
as to its lawful right to receive and hold this Doggett be-
quest and devise. It accordingly closes the prayer contained 
in its answer as follows: 
''If however the Court should be of opinion that the pro-
visions of the aforesaid third clause of said will create a trust 
which for any reason this respondent cannot or should not 
administer, then respondent prays that the Court will ap-
point a competent trustee to administer said trust and will 
direct the complainant to transfer and pay over to such trus-
tee all the estate of said testatrix in its hands and referred to 
in the third clau~e of the aforesaid 'vill; and this respond-
ent here offers to incorporate and organize under. the laws 
of the State of Virginia a corporation qualified and author-
\zed to be appointed to act as such trustee." (R., pp. 26-
27.) 
Such a prayer, we submit, is not only beyond the scope of 
the Chancery Court of the City or Richmond to grant but is 
an admission of record that the claimant, the Confet·ence 
Board of Finance, now held to l)e the recipient intended by 
the testatrix realized that it was 'vithout authority or power 
in law to take and hold the same; otherwise it would never 
have made such a prayer. Certain it is that the~e is nothing 
in the will requesting, authorizing or empowering the Court 
to appoint a trustee nor had the lower court authority 
to turn over this property to a corporation subsequently ere-
, a ted. Even if the. testa~rix had herself made such a request, 
it would not be lawful; and certainly with or without such re-
quest the Court has no such po,ver. See J.lfoo·nnan lVill Case, 
1 Va. L. Reg. (N. S.), p. 161. 
],or these and for other reasons, hereafter set forth, the 
heirs and distributees of the testatrix have asked for this 
appal. 
ASffiGNMENTSOFERROR 
l. It is practically admitted that under the Virginia de-
c~ ;ions for at least a hundred years and the acts of its legis-
lat.,re, this bequest is void, if the Conference Board of Fi- . 
nance is intended thereby. This is because such donee is an · 
~1nincorporated body without power of succession and inca-
pable of taking, holding and managing this permanent be-
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quest and devise, and a court of equity GOuld not enforce the 
same. 
2. It is claimed, and so decreed by the Court, that the Con~ 
ferenee Board of Finance,· though an unincorporated body, 
1s uow capable of taking and holding this Doggett bequest 
because of the amendment of section 1420 of the Code 1887 
by· the act of 1914 (acts of 1914, page 414). This is now 
section 587 of the. Code of 1919. We deny this because among 
other reasons Title 11 and Chapter 32 and the express lan-
guage of Section 587 plainly showed that that section only 
applies to the validity of gifts and devises for the purpo.ses 
of "Education''. 
3. If the bequest is held valid, it is not a bequest to the 
''Conference Board of Finance'', a mere co:rnmittee or agency 
of the larger body. If valid, it is a bequest to the Virginia 
Conference itself and not to one of its committees through 
which it carries on a particular branch of its work; being a 
bequest to the Virginia Conference it is a bequest to an un-
incorporated assemblage of representatives annually selected 
by 835 churches, some of 'vhich are in Virginia, others in 
Delaware, Maryland and North Carolina. (Dicipline 1922, 
p. 429, §864). There is no way in which a court of equity can 
see that the charity is properly carried out and the fund ex-
pended in accordance with the wishes. of the testatrix, where 
the donee is such an unincorporated body and extends over 
four states. 
4. The Doggett devise and bequest is to a religious body, 
according- to the d~cree to the Conference Board of Finance, 
a committee of the Virginia Conference; or, as we claim, 
to the Virginia Conference itself, consisting ·of representa-
tives elected annually of '835 churches. Neither of these re-
ligious bodies is incorporated but they are unincorporated 
bodies incapable of taking and holding this permanent fund. 
The only religious bodies, though unincorporated, that can 
take a valid bequests of personal estate or a conveyance 
(not a devise) of real estate are set forth in sections 38, et 
seq. of the Code of 1919. They are a particular church or 
. religious congregaJion. The Doggett gift not being to a 
church or congregation but to an assembly of 835 churches, 
or to a co:n;rrriittee of such assembly, the gift is void. 
5. The Doggett devise and bequest is a charity~ but plainlf 
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and clearly a charity for religious purposes and is governed 
by section 38 of Code of 1919 and not by section 587 and un-
less its purposes come within the purposes set forth in the 
former section, it is also for that reason invalid. 
6. That no society or organization is named in the will 
or clearly designated by the language of the third clause of 
testatrix~s will and that no donee is designated beyond rea-
'Sona ble doubt and to the exclusion of all others. 
1: That whoever may be said to be the donee or trustee of 
this charitable bequest and devise, still the same is invalid 
as the ultimate beneficiaries the ''most needy" of the super-
annuated preachers are too vague, uncertain and indefinite 
for the court to enforce the devise and bequest. It is inca-
pable of ·enforcement by judicial decree. There is no desig-
nated beneficiary entitled .to compel the exercise of a power 
for his benefit. 
WHAT IS THE EFFECT OF THE P .A.SSAGE OF THE 
ACT APPROVED MAR.CH 24, 1914?· (Acts of 1914, page 
414.) 
As we have seen, this lJequest and devise cannot be held 
valid under the statutes and decisions of this State. The 
last decison of which ·we have knowledge is the Moorrna;n~ 
Will Case, discussed at length in the Virginia Law Reg., Vol. 
1 (N. S.), page 161. In the note on page 164, most of the · 
nuthorities ·are collected and under those authorities this 
·Doggett bequest and devise must be held void. Counsel for 
the Conference Board of Finance, therefore, relied for the 
overthrowjng of this long line of decisions and the public 
policy of the Courts and Legislature of this State regarding 
·such charities upon the amendment of section 1420 of the 
Code of 1887 (section 587 of the Oode of 1919), which is as 
follows: · 
"Chap. 234. An act to amend and re-enact section 1420, 
'Chapter 65, of the Qode of Virginia, inreference to the validity 
'Of gifts, devises, et cetera, for purposes of ed'ttcation. 
Approved March 24, 1914. 
. 1. Be it enacted by the general assembly of Virginia, That 
'Section fourteen hundred and twenty, chapter sixty-fiv.e, of 
the Code of Virginia, be amended so as to read as follows: 
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Sec. 1420. Every gift, grant,. devise or bequest which,. 
. since the second day of April, in the year one thousand eight 
.hundred and thirty-nine, has been, or at any time hereafter 
shall be, made for literary purposes or for the education of 
'vhite persons within this State, and every gift, grant, devise, 
or bequest, wl1ich, since the tenth of April, in the year one 
thousand eight hundred and sixty-five has been, or at any time 
hereafter shall be, made for literary purposes, or for the edu-
cation of colored people within this State, and every gift, 
grant, devise or bequest hereafter made for charitable pur-
poses, whether made in any case to a body corporate or unin-
corporated, or to a natural person, shall be as valid as if 
made to or for the benefit of a certain natural person, except 
such devises or bequests, if any, as have failed or become 
void by virtue of the seventh section of the act of assembly 
passed on the said second of April, eighteen hundred and 
thirty-nine, entitled an act concerning devises made to schools, 
. academies, and colleges. N otl1ing in this section shall be so 
construed as to give validity to any devise or bequest to or 
for the use of any unincorporated theological seminary." 
The lean1ed counsel for the religious defendant arbitrarily 
take out of Chapter 234 of Acts of 1914, as above set forth, 
the following language: 
''And every gift, grant, devise or bequest hereafter made 
for charitable purposes, whether made in any case to a body· 
corporate or unincorporated or to a natural person, shall be 
as valid as if made to or for the benefit of a certain natural 
person,'' · 
and cla~im that the general language "every gift, grant, de-
vise or 1Jequest hereafter made for charitable purposes, 
whether made in any case to a body corporate or unincorpo-
rated'' makes this Doggett bequest and devise valid. The 
same course is pursued by tl1e learned Judge of the Cllan-
cery Court in the introductory part of his decree (R., p. 
177). Such a method of construing the statute is, of course, 
unsound and opposed to every rule of construction of stat-
utes. The quotation established nothing of the kind con-
tended for, and only seems to do so because the words are 
detached from their context in the section. 
Galpin -vs. Pa.{le, 3 Sawyer at page 123-124. 
The general language ''every'' gift, gTant, etc., whether 
• 
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made in ''any'' case, etc., as sho,vn by the language of the 
section itself is limited and confined to devises and bequests 
for educational and literary purposes. Its language, there- · 
fore, is not applicable to all charities, but is to be construed 
according to the familiar rules expressed in the Latin maxims 
noscitu.r a sociis and e;jusdenl· generis. The title of sub-di-
vision of the Code of 1919 is "Education'' and that of chap-
ter 32, under ~hich this section is found, is "Funds for edu-
cation, etc., from gifts, grants, devises and bequests", ·whilst 
the language of section 587 distinctly confines every such de-
vise or bequest to those made for literary purposes or for the 
education of white or co-lored. 
The proper rule of construction is best set forth in the 
case of Boll-ing vs. Bolling, 88 Va., at page 557, in the follow·-
ing language : 
''The intention of the law maker constitutes the law. Hence 
the primary object in the construction of statutes is to ascer-
tain and give effect to that intention, although the construc-
tion may not be in conformity with the strict letter of the 
law .. It is the duty of the Court, it has been said, to ascertain 
the meaning of the Legislature from the words used in the 
statute and the subject matter to which it relates, and to re-
strain its operation within narrower limits than its words 
import, if the Court is satisfied that the literal meaning of its 
language w·ould extend to cases which the Legislature never 
designed to embrace in it.'' 
0. & A. R. Co. vs. Alexandr-ia, 17 Grat. 176. 
Atkins vs. Fibt·e Disintegrating Co., 18 Wall. 272, 21 L. Eel. 
at page 844. 
Washington Etc. CtJ. vs. H offm.an, 101 U. S. 112, 115, 25 
L. Ed. 782, 783. 
Lynchbu,1·,q Etc. Asylum. vs. Ford, 25 Grat. at top of page 
571. 
The statute construed in the Bolling case w~s as follows: 
"If any estate real or personal sl1a1l be conveyed or de-
vised for the jointure of the wife, such conveyance or devise 
shall bar her dower of the real estate or the residue thereof." 
This statute \\"as amended as follows: 
''And eve:ry such provision by deed or 'viP shall be taken 
to be in lieu of dower, etc.'' 
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It was contended tl1at the general language "any estate 
real or personal'' and the general language ''and every such 
provision'' applied to foreign "rills of personalty, as well as 
to those of parties domiciled in this state. It was admitted 
by the Court that the language was broad enough to cover any 
conveyance or devise to a wife, whether made by her hus-
band or by any other person. But the Court held the common 
law· on the suhject remains unaltered, since there 'vas no :3uf-
:ficient evidence in the statute of the intention to change it, 
notwithstanding the broad terms of the act, and applied to 
the general language, the rule of construction above set 
forth, narrowing the terms of the statute so as to apply only 
to domestic wills of personalty. 
In the other Virginia case above cited (17 Grat, at page 
181), the question was whether the words "any tax'' in the 
25th section of the ac.t of· March 15, 1856, were to be re-
stricted to state taxation alone, or were to be construed with-
out any restrictions so as to embrace taxation of the city as 
"rell as by the State. The Court held that it did not embrace 
munieipa'l taxes, saying: 
''The real purpose and intention of the Legislature is the 
thing to be ascertained, and this is to be done by having re-
~~;ard not only to the literal sense of the words in question, 
but also to the context in which they stand. The subject mat-
ter of the section and the reason and purpose of the exemp-
tion is apparent from its provisions.'' 
lJnder these decisions nnd under the rule of construction 
therein set forth .. we respectfully assert that no construction 
can he given section 587 other than to confine the generallan-
:f!"lla~re upon which the learned counsel rely to the context in 
'vhich it stands, namely, the subject of literary and educa-
tional purposes. This conclusion arises not only from the 
context of the section itself, but from the title and chapter 
in which section 587 is contained. All three sho"r that they 
are confined to the subject of education and funds for ech~­
cation from devises and 1Jequests alone are treated of. The 
facts justify, if they do not demand, the application to the· 
g·eneral lanf..rtlage contained in section 587 of the above rule 
of construction. 
A yet stronger reason is that any other construction of 
the languag·e of section 587 would reverse the public policy of 
this State which has prevailed for a hundred years, and that 
by an amendment of which the Legislature must have been 
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ignorant, if the contention of opposing counsel is to prevatl. 
vVe might add that w·hilst it is true that the title of the se~­
tion of the code printed ii1 black face type is not to be -deemed 
or taken to be any part of the statute (Code 1919, section 5, 
subsection 20) _, this does not apply to the title of the wh~o . 
subject, 'vhich is "Education" or to the title of chapter 3· , 
·which is "funds for educ~tiou from gifts, gTants, devises a d 
bequests.'' These are sbll a part of the Code and are to The. 
given due ''reight in its construction. These titles were nece~­
sary for the guidance of the Legislature in enacting a cod~. 
We doubt whether there was or is any lawyer who has read 
the "rhole Code; we are certain that at the time of its adop-
tion there was no Legislator who had read it. During the 
sixty days in which they are in sesssion, there are no men 
. more occupied than the members of the Legislature. By re-
ferring to the general titles and to the chapters under those 
titles, they were able to learn the contents of the Code and 
to some extent to see 'vhat they were adopting. In the in-
stant case these titles show plainly that the subject of title 
11 was concerning education and ·without such title the Legis-
1ature would have been at sea "rhen it came to the enactment 
of the Code. The 20th sub-section of section 5 only excludes 
·as part of the Code the titles of the section. The expression 
·of one thing is the exclusion of the other and, therefore, the 
title of the general subject or the title of the chapter itself is 
a part of the Code. If the Legislature had intended to make 
., 'every'' charity valid whether to a corporate or unincorpo-
Tated body and any bequest or devise for that purpose also 
valid, it ,,~oulcl not have been content to amend that section 
'Of the Code which was confined to charities for the purposes 
of education. It '''"ould have done so by enacting a statute en-
titled ''an act in reference to the validity of gifts, grants, 
devises and bequests for public charitable purposes". This· 
is what was done by the State of New York (3 Va. L. R.eg. 
537 -39). The State had formerly maintained the doctrine 
of the invalidity of charitable uses as upheld in Virginia, 
~faryland, North Carolina, West Virginia and Tennessee. 
By an enactment which covered the "rhole subject it put all 
charitable gifts, devises and bequests on the same footing. 
But the Legislature of Virginia did not do this. The 
amendment included devises and bequests to unincorporated 
bodies, but only where such charitable uses '\Vere for the pur-
pose of education. The effect '\Vas only to validate all devi-
ses and bequests where they were for the purposes of edu-
cation and did not alter the public policy of the State in any 
·other respect. 
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Thus in Robertson vs. R. R. Labor Board, 268 U. S. 627,.,· 
69 L .. d., pages 1123 and 1124, the. Supreme Gourt of the 
United States had to, consider a statute which contained the 
phrase "in the District Court of·the United States". That 
Court held that Congress meant iu such court ''of competent 
jln~isdiction", holding that it could not lightly be assumed 
that Congress intendecl to depart from a long established 
policy. 
Panan~a R·. Co-. vs·. Jolrlnson, 264 U. S. 375, 38'4, 68 L. Ed.. 
748, 751. 
In re East R~iver To'wing Co., 266 U. S. 355, 367, 69 L. Ed!p 
324, 327. 
The abolitio~ of all restraints hitherto imposHd upon chari-
table uses by our states and court decisions \Vould have been 
so funda:rp:ental and important a reversal of all former poli-
cies, that it is impossible to conceive the Legislature carry-
ing out the intent attributed to it through such an ambiguous. 
amendment to section 587 as that relied upon. 
IL 
It will be noted that the revisors of the Code adopted 
'\Terbatim the Act of 1914, page 414. What is the· rule of con-
struction to be applied to a whole Gode of laws when revised 
and reenacted~ It will be found in the leading case of Par~ 
1·amore vs. Taylor, 11 Grat. at page 242, and is as follows: 
'The rule which would seem to be more applicable to that 
t-evision is that the old la\v was not intended to be altered, 
unless such intention plainly appears in the new Oo~e. Th_e 
Legislative mind \vas fixed on the then existing la\v as the 
text to be altered only as occasion might seem to require." 
Chapman vs. R'ichardson, 120 Va. 391. 
Wright vs. Collins, 111 V a. 810. 
Harrison vs. Wesser, 98 Va. 600. 
Tho'mas ·vs. 'Lewis, 89 Va. at page 66. 
Vaughan vs. Jones, 23 Grat, at page 453. 
Roy V'S. Rouzie, 25 Grat. top of page 610. 
This is particularly true where the act is not altered, but 
included in the Code 1Jerbatim et litterqlim. ·In construing 
the Code,. we should fix our minds~ on the law as it formerly 
was. As its re-enactment clicl·not change or alter in any way 
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the Act of 1914, the Court will turn to that Act to see to 
'vhat it was limited and the subject to which it was confined. 
III. 
From its title, we see that the Act is limited tQ devises and 
bequests for the purposes of education. It does not validate 
all devises and bequests, but only those for the purposes of 
education. The whole body of the Act shows that this sub-
ject of education and this alone was the object of its enact-
ment. · 
The Co1.ut having ascertained the meaning of the Act of 
191'4 from its title and from the words used in the Statute and 
further ascertained that this subject matter relates only to 
literary and educational purposes will restra.in the operation 
of these general terms as enacted in the Code of 1919 as sec-
tion 587 within the limits expressed in the title and statute it-
self and not pick out one or hv-o g.encral words upon which 
alone opposing counsel rely for their contention. 
Bolling vs. Boll,in_q, ~8 Va. at page 527. . 
0. & A.. R. Co. vs . .Alexand1·ia, 17 Grat. at page 181. 
Brow·n 's case, 91 Va. at page 779. 
~:here are three other considerations which clearly show 
that the true construction of the act of 191.4 is not to validate 
charities of every kind and class, but is to be confined to the 
'subject matter of education and literary purposes, as set out 
in the language· which we have commented upon. · 
In the first place, ·we have ~een that the title of the Act of 
1914 expressly states it to be "for the purposes of educa-
tion''. If, therefore, the language of the Act, however gen-
eral, is not confined to educational purposes, it would be in. 
conflict with section 52 of the Constitution of Virgina which 
provides: · 
''No act p&ssed by the Legislature shall embrace mpre than 
one object which shall be expressed in its title.'' 
'l,he Legislature, ~s we :Q.ave ~lready said, if it had desired 
to do aw~lY with the pre·dous decisions of the court and the 
statqtes reg·arding charitabl~ t:ru~:;ts &nd uses could have 
passecl fl statute which woulq not hav-e infringeq upon this 
constitutional require~ent, bllt if the co~1struction contended 
for by the learned counsel is sound, the Act has infringed this 
constitutional requirement, since the object of making all 
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charities legal and valid is not expressed .in its title. The 
original title not only confines the validity of such charitable 
uses to "purposes of education'', but when re-enacted in the 
Code of 1919, its title still covers only educational uses, be-
ing ''validity of gifts, devises, etc.,· for purposes of educa-
tion". 
The purpose of this constitutional provision regarding the 
title of an act is, of course, to avoid the danger of the passage 
of legislation· without the Legislature being properly in-
formed of .its character; in other words, to prevent surprise 
or fraud upon the Legislature, ·which may be accomplished 
where there is no intimation in the title as to the real object 
of such legislation. In short, the matter contained in the 
... ~ct must be cognate or germane to the title of the act. It is 
evident that all the infinite varieties of charity are not cog-
nate or germane to a statute, the title of which is confined to 
tho~e for the "purposes of education". 
To show that even a student in reading the Act of 1914 
cannot conceive that it applied to any charitable uses except 
those for educational and literary purposes, we would call at-
tention to ~ very excellent annotation of the case of Pirkey 
vs. Grubbs. to be found in 4 Va. L. Reg. (N. S.), at page 23, 
where the learned annotator uses the following language: 
''Code 1904, section 1420, provides for charitable trusts 
for educational purposes except unincorporated Theologi-
cal Seminaries.'' 
This brings us to the second argument to 'be deduced from 
the Act of 1914·, 'vhich we submit should be deemed conclu-
sive. Its concluding sentence ·is as follows: 
''Nothing in this section shall be so construed as to give 
validity to any devise or bequest to or for the use of any 
unincorporated Theological Seminary.'' 
Now, if this Act, as its language sh9ws, is to be made ap-
plicable to educational uses only, this exception would be in-
telligible, but no intelligent reason can be given for allowing 
devises or bequests for all charitable purposes, whether to a 
bod)r corporate or unincorporated, to be· held valid, and yet 
exclude a Theological Seminary ''rith its noble educational 
purposes, simply because it was unincorporated. To so hold, 
we ·submit would be a redu~ctio ad abs1.trclnrn. 
And this brings us to our third postion, equally strong 
if not stronger than the second above set forth. If the Ian-
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guage, every devise and bequest for charitable purposes, 
'vhether made in any case to a body. corporate or uninc-orpo-
rated, as used in the Act of 1914, is to include any and all 
charities, it follows as a necessary consequence that all chari-
ties dedicated to religious uses are herafter valid, whether 
the donee or trustee be incorporated or unincorporated and 
'vhatever the particular charitable use. As the Doggett be-
quest is plainly and clearly for religious purposes, it can only 
be held to be valid by reason of the above construction of the 
general lang-uage that all charities, whether secular or relig-
ious, are valid. But if this is true of the Doggett bequest, then 
it is true of all bequests or devises for religious purposes. 
The effect of such. a construction, we submit, would be an im-
plied repeal of section 38 of the Code of 1919 and its suc-
·ceeding sections and open the door .to all religious charities 
whatever their objects or however large the amounts devised 
·and bequeathed, and whether to a body corporate or unincor-
porated. The decision of this case, therefore, goes way be-
yond the mere question of the validity of this particular · 
charity, and its decison would open the door for the destruc-
tion of the public policy of this State regarding religious 
charities from the time it has been a state. As this point de-
mands more e~tensive and careful consideration, we content 
ourselves with calling attention to it and will discuss it under 
another head, only adding that ''The adoption of such a. stat-
ute would also call for a revision of ·chapter 64 of the Code, 
and especially of section 1398, regulating the acquisition of 
property by re~igious bodies." 3 Va. L. Reg. at p. 539. 
IV .. 
Statutes regarding charitable uses and trusts are to have 
a reasonable if not a. strict construction. They are not to 
be construed liberally. 
Seaburn vs. Seab'lwn, 15 Grat. 432. 
B-i.ble Society ·vs. Pendleton, 7 W. Va. 79. 
Rhodes vs. Rhodes, 88 T-enn. 637, 13 S. W. 590. 
Besides, words and clauses must be read in a sense ·which 
-harmonizes with the subject matter and general purposes of 
:a statute. 
Sutherland Stat. Const. (2 Ed.), section 368. 
Iron Works vs. County Court, 89 W.Va .. 377, !09 S. E. 343. 
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In Wells vs. Oo1nth., 107 Va~ 834, Wells wa~ arrested for 
a misdemeanor, but contended that the forfeiture imposed 
by statute was recoverable only by a civil warrant. The 
Court said :· 
"Applying the rule of noscitttr a.sociis, the term 'warrant' 
in the connection in 'vhich it occurs means civil 'vararnt. 
It is a fundamental principle in. the construction of statutes 
that the meaning of a word or phrase may be ascertained by 
reference to the meaning of other 'vords or phrases with 
which it is associated." 
0. cf; A. R. Co. vs. Alexandria, 17 Grat. ·176. 
''Langtlage, though apparently general, may be limited in 
its operation or effect. Here it :q1ay be gathered from the 
intent and purpose of the statute that it was designed to ap-
ply only to cert&in persons or things, or was to operate only 
under certain conditions.'' 
Gates & Son Co. vs. Rich1nond, 103 Va .. 705. 
'The ratio11ale of the principle of e.iusdem gener-is seems 
to be that if the Legislature had intended the general words 
to apply, uni11fluenced by the preceding particular words and 
without restrictions, it would in the first instance have em-
ployed a compendious word to express its purposes.'' 
Rex vs. Wallace, 5 Term R.~port 375. 
Gates ~ Son Co. vs. RiclMnon(l, 103 Va. at page 705. 
Neale vs. Clark, ~5 1T. S. 709', reversing Jones vs. Clark, 25 
Grat. 642. 
Stephen Pu.tney Shoe Co. vs. R. F. & P. R. Co., 116 Va. 
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Corby Baking Co. vs~ Contth., 123 Va. 10. 
"The real purpose and intention of the Legislature is the 
thing to be ascertainetl and this is to be done by having re-
gard not only to tl1e literal sense of the words in question, 
hut also to the context in which they stanq and the subject 
matter of· the section and tl1e reason and purpose apparent 
from its provisions.'' 
0. ~ A. R. Go. vs. Alexandria, 17 Grat. 181. 
This rule which applies alike to statutes and contracts, is 
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a familiar one and requires that where general words follow 
particular words, the former are to be regarded as applica-
ble to the persons or things particularly mentioned; and the 
rule applies even if the general ·words are broad enough to 
cover other persons and things, unless something in the in-
strument plainly indicates that they are to be otherwise ap-
plied. 
Standard Ice Co. vs. Lynchburg Etc. Factory,. 129 Va. 521. 
The language of the Act of 1914, page 414, discloses no 
legislative intent to give effect to the general words, as 've 
have already pointed out. The act itself limits and restrains 
such general terms to the class of cas~s specifically mentionec1. 
The language regarding every bequest and devise is not only 
limited by the context of the Act itself, but both the Act and 
its title confine the charities to "purposes of education". 
This is conclusive, when we see that the 'Yhole subject of re-
ligious charities, such as the Doggett bequest, is covered 
bv section 38 of the Code of 1919. 
"On the other hand, if the language is to be given the con-
struction contended for by tl]e learned counsel for the Confer-
ence Board of Finance that every devise or bequest made 
for charitable purposes is no'v valid, the conclusion that it 
embraces all charities, religious, beneficial orders as well as 
educational, cannot be escaped. It ·would also follow that the 
former section :38, regarding religious charities and sections 
47 and 49 regarding benevolent orders have been impliedly 
repealed. Certainly, words cannot be read into section 587 
so as to make it read that every gift, grant, devise or bequest 
hereafter made for charita·ble purposes whether made in any 
case to a body corporate or unincoroporated shall be valid 
except charities for religious pu.rposes or to a beneficial so-
ciety. This would be to rewrite the statute. This can only 
be avoided by applying the language as the section itself 
shows, to every charity for literary or educational purposes 
and for those purposes only. 
1 Harrison on \Vilis (1927), section 214, pages 433-34. 
Tl1at section 587 of the Code of 1919 is limited to charities 
for literary and edncational uses and does not apply to the 
reli!!jous charity left by the third clause of the Doggett will 
is not a new ouestion in this State. S. J. Barrick, by his 
wHI. nrobated in 1850, left land and personal estate for the 
establishment of a school in Washington County; he ap· 
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pointed certain persons trustees to carry out his devise. This 
Court held that the devise for the establishment of a free 
school was void at common law, as well settled in Virginia 
upon the authority of numerous decisions. 
Gallego's Ex'or vs. Attorney General, 3 Leigh 450. 
Brooks vs. Shacklett, 13 Grat. 301. 
Seaburn vs. Seabu,rn, 15 Grat. 423. 
It· held, ho,vever, that this bequest to a school 'vas valid 
under the Act of April 2, 1839, ·which provided that· all de-
vises and bequests for the establishment of an unincorpo-
rated school, academy or college for the education of free 
white persons should be valid in law and equity, except as 
hereinafter provided. The unanimous opinion of the Court 
as to the distinction between bequests for education and those 
for religious purposes is set forth as follows: 
''I think the object of the Legislature in passing the Act 
""as to change the rule of law laid down in cas.es before cited 
controlling bequests and devises. for the establishment of 
schools and colleges, leaving it in, f'ldl effect and· operation 
so far as it applied to bequests and devises for religious pur-
poses." 
The reason for that distinction, as shown by the Court, 
is: 
''This adherence to the rule in the latter case· originated 
in Legislative and popular jealously and opposition to the 
incorporation of religious societies, and a ·just apprehen.sion 
that the accumulation of property by such institutions would 
be incompatible with sound republican policy.'' 
This case-Kelly vs. Love, 20 Grat. (61 Va.). at pages 129-
131-was decided in 1870. As is shown by section 587, the 
Legislature by the Code of 1860 relinquished the right previ-
ously. reserved to the State of determining whether it would 
or would not accept devises and bequests for educational pur-
poses made since 1839; and declared its pleasure to be that 
all such devises and bequests, that is all" for literary or educa-
tional purposes~ should be valid except those which had be-
come void by the provisions of the 7th section of said act. 
This, we submit, is the proper construction of section 587, and 
confines that section to charitable uses for educational pur-
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-poses only. It does not. validate charitable trusts fox r.elig-
ious or otber ptlrpos-es. 
Kelly vs. Love, .20 Grat. ·at J>ages 132-133. 
''So that lt may safely be ascertained that the doctrine .of 
-:charities has no existence in either Virginia or West Virginia, 
-outside of tbe statute law of the State.'' 
1 Harrison on Wills, p. 4~, s·ec. 212 and note 22. 
It follows that as the Doggett bequest is certainly not a 
·charity for educational purposes, but a religious charity de-
vised to an unincorp<;>rated body, it is not validated by the 
Act of 1914, page 414, amending section 1420 of the Code of 
1887. 
TIIE CONFERENCE BOARD OF FINANCE BEING AN 
UNINCORPORATED COMMITTEE OF AN UNINCOR-
PORATED BODY, IT CANNOT TAKE AND HOLD THIS 
PERMANENT PRIVATE FlTND. 
We have already pointed out that under the Discipline of 
the Church, this Conference Board of Finance has no power 
to take and hold the permanent fund bequeathed by the third 
clause of the Doggett will. tJnder that Discipline, its powers 
are confined to the annual assessment distributed among the 
'835 churches composing the Conference and the collection and 
expenditure of such assessment for the annual care of super-
·annnated ministers and the wives, and children of other 
ministercs of the denomination. In law; as well as under the 
Discipline, this unincorporated body cannot hold this perma-
nent fund. This is shown by the cases cited in the last head-
ing of this note, but it may be well to further elucidate the 
leg-al principle that in this state an unincorporated body can-
not take and hold such a permanent fund, and this whether 
it is attempted by the .will to be given to it absolutely or as a 
trustee. 1 Harrison on Wills (1927)_. p. 421, section 212, note 
·21 and authorities cited. The invalidity arises from al}. un-
certainty in the designation of such donee or trustee and its 
1nde:finite character because of its being an unincorporated 
-association. This attempted disposition of her estate is in-
operative and void because it is utoo vague, indefinite and un-
~ertain to be enforced by a court of equity.". 
In the Moorman will case property was left trustees named 
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in the will for the establishme11t of a home for widows and 
old unmarried ladies; the trustees, if they deemed it advis-
able, were to secure a charter of incorporation, which was 
done. The lo"\\<"'er court, however, held the bequest invalid 
.and an appeal was refused by the Supreme- Court of Appeals. 
of Virginia. 
1 Va. L. Reg. (N. S), page 161. 
. .The Virginia cases are admittedly based upon the decision 
in the Baptist Association vs. Ha'rt, 4 Wheat., page 1, and this 
must be our excuse for the extensive citations from the un-
answerable opinion of the great Chief Justice Marshall: 
"It 'vas obviously. the intention of the testator, that the 
association should take in its character as an Association, 
and should in that character perform the trust created by 
the will. The members· composing it must be perpetually 
changing; but however they might change, it is 'The Baptist 
Association that meets at Philadelphia annually', which is to· 
take and manage 'the perpetnal fund' intended to be created 
by this will. This association is described with sufficient 
accuracy to be clearly nnclerstood; but not being incorpoarted, 
is incapable of taking this trust as a society. Can the be-
quest be taken by the individuals who compose the associa-
tion at the death of the testator~ 
The court is decidedly of opinion that it cannot. No private. 
advantag-e is intended for them. Nothing was intended to 
pass to them but the trust; and that they are not authorized 
to execute as individuals. It is the association, not the indi-
viduals, who:- at the time of his death, might compose the as-
sociation and their representatives who are to manage this 
'perpetual fund'. 
At the death of the testator, then, there were no persons 
in existence who were capable of taking this bequest. Does 
the subsequent incorporation of the associations give it this 
capacity? . 
The rules of law compel the court to answer this question 
in the negative. The bequest was intended for a society whic!J 
was not at the time and might never be capable of taking it. 
According to law, it is gone forever. The legacy is void; and 
the property vests, if not otl1erwise disposed of by the will, 
in the ne-xt of kin. A body corporate afterwards created, had 
it even fitted the description of the 'vill, cannot divest this 
interest and claim it for their corporation. 
There 1Jeing no persons who can claim the right to .execute 
'· 
P. G. Fitzgerald, et al., v. L. B. Doggett's Exor., et al. 21 
this trust, are there any who, upon the general principles of 
equity, can entitle themselves to its benefits 1 Are there any 
to whom this legacy, were it not a charity, could be decreed~ 
This question will not admit of discussion. Those for whose 
ultimate benefit the legacy was intended, are to be designated 
and selected by the trustees. It could not be intended for tho 
education of all the youths of the Baptist denomination who 
were designed for the ministry nor for those who were 
the descendents of his father, unless in . the opinion of 
the trustees they sl1ould appear promising. These trustees 
being incapable of executing this trust or even of taking it 
on themselves, the selection can never be made nor the per-
sons designated who might take beneficially.'' 
It is a general rule that an unincorporated or voluntary 
organization cannot take and hold, as such, either real or per-
sonal property for the purposes of administering a charitable 
trust. The charitable devise or bequest made directly to an 
unincorporated association is void for want of a person to 
take the legal title. 
Ph,£ladelphia etc . .A.~so. vs. 11 a·rt, 4 Wheat. 1, 4 L. Ed. 499. 
East etc. Ba.ptist Church 'vs. East etc. Baptist Soc., 44 Conn. 
259. 
5 C. J. 1343 and notes 98 and 99. 
11 C. J. 337 and notes 25 and 26. 
The gift is to the association as a body and hence cannot 
be taken by the individuals 'vho compose it as a gift to them. 
In 'l'e Owen, R3 N. Y. Supp. 422, 1131.. 
Owens vs. },f ethodist Episcopal Etc. Soc., 14 N. Y. 380, 
67 Am. Dec. 160. 
FAILUR.E FOR. vVANT OF A TR.USTEE. 
The effort to maintain such invalid bequest or devise is 
often put upon the ground that a court of equity will n~ al-
low a trust to fail for want of a proper trustee. The reply 
to this position is well set forth in two cases decided by the 
Supreme Court of Tennessee: 
"vVe need but say in reply to the argument based on the 
rule that a court of equity will not suffer a valid trust to 
fail for want of a trustee but 'vill appoint one, that the rule 
has no application to a case like the present. Its usual if not 
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universal application is to cases where a- lawful trustee is 
designated who fails from any cause t9 act. Be this as it 
may, however, it is not in this case the failure of a validly 
created trust for want of a trustee, but the failure is to cre-
ate the trust at all, or the failure of the gift entirely, because 
· of want of capacity of the donee to receive and no conveyance 
to ·any one in trust for such party, with the objects of such a 
trust defined.'' 
Reeves vs. Reeves, 5 Lea (Tenn.) 644 a.t page 649. 
Ewell vs. Snead, 136 Tenn. 602, 191 S. W. 131. 
The same is the law in Virginia. Robinson vs. ..AUen, 11 
Grat. 785. 1 Harrison on Wills (1927), sec. 212, note 21 .. 
\Vhere t.he statute 43 Eliz. is not a part of the system of laws, 
a court of equity cannot enforce the execution of a devise or 
bequest to charitable uses, unless it has all the elements of 
equity requisite to a priv3;te trust, including certainty as to 
those invested with the legal title as devisees or legatees, 
as well as certainty of beneficiaries holding equitable title. 
Note to Fifield vs. Va11t Wyck, 64 Am. St. Rep. 767 and 772. 
5 R. C. L., page 342, section 73 and note 10. 
In those jurisdictions where beneficiaries of a charitable 
trust must be definitely stated in the instrument, the gift to 
an unincorporated association is void for uncertainty. 
Lane vs. Eaton (Minn.), 65 Am. St. Rep. at page 561, 38 
L. R. A. 669. . 
5 R. C. L., page. 346, section 80 and note 20. 
An unincorporated association has not the legal capacity 
to receive a bequest for any purpose. 
Downing vs. Marshall, 23 N. Y. 366-382, 80 Am. Dec. 290. 
O~vens vs. Methodist Episcopal Etc. Soc., 14 N. Y. 380. 
lJtlea.de vs. Bea,le, 16 Fed. Cas. No. 9371, Taney 359, 362. 
Even in jurisdictions which recognize the right of an un-
incorporated society to take the bequest, it is held that such 
right does not extend to bequests made upon permanent 
uses. · 
In re Ticknor~ 13 Mich. 44, 55. 
l'Vellbeloved vs. Jones, 57 Eng. Report, page 16. 
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''The reason for the rule is that where an association is re· 
·quired to manage a permanent trust, it can only do so by cor-
porate succession, for an unincorporated body has no means 
of keeping up its existence except by the consent and continu-
ous agreement of new parties, and it is at all times liable 
therefore to become dissolved.'' 
In re Ticknor, 13 J.\IIich. 44. 
Fiefielcl vs. Van lVyck, 94 Va. 557. 
Methodist Clvlu·ch vs. Kidd, 44 L·. R~ A. (N. S.) 544, Am. 
Cas. 1'914-A, page 592. 
VIRGINIA AUTHORITIES. 
This Court has consistently followed BatJtist Association 
vs. Hart in holding a charitable grant to an unincorporated 
body void·. The cases extend from Gallego vs. .Attorney 
General, 3 Leigh 450, down to the present time. A few of 
them are as follows: · 
Gallego vs. AttorneJJ General, 3 Leigh 450. 
,Janey vs. Latane, 4 Leigh 327. 
Virginia vs. Levy, 23 Grat. (64 Va.) at page 40. 
Fifield vs. Van W yck,. 94 Va. 557: " 
Moorman Will Case, 1 Va. L. Reg. (N. S.), page 161. 
Seaburn vs. Seab~trn, 15 Grat., page 423. 
In Stonestreet vs. Doyle, 75 Va. 356, the devise was to trus-
tees of 'land for the erection of a free school for the poor 
children. The devise 1Jeing held void, because of uncertainty, 
it was sought to maintain it as an executory devise which 
could be made effectual by legislation, but the Court held 
that there was nothing in the will to support this theory, say-
ing: 
''A careful examination of the will fails to show that the 
testator entertained any doubts of the validity of his devise 
to the trustees .• or even supposed that any la:w was neces-
sary to give effect to his bounty." 
In the instant case, it is equally true that the testatrix 
entertained no doubt of the validity of the devise or even sup-
posed that the appointment of trustees by the court or the 
creation of a corporation, as prayed for in the answer of the 
Conference Board of Finance, was necessary to give effect to 
the bounty. 
I 
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The final quotations taken from Hart vs. Baptist Associa-
tion, su.pra, bear upon this subject. The third clause of the 
Doggett will provides that the income shall be expended for 
"the most needy" of these superannuates. Who are to make 
· this selection? By the terms of the will, who are the most 
needy is to be designated and selected by that society or or-
ganization of the Virginia Conference having as its chief ob-
ject the relief of these superannuates. The Conference 
Board of Finance being incapable of executing this trust or 
even of taking it over, the selection can never be made. Cer-
tainly the court has no authority by the will or in law to ap-
point trustees to make the selection nor has an after incor-
porated pody authority to make the selection as prayed for in 
the ans,ver of the Conference Board of Finance. A body cor-
porate afterwards created or trustees appointed by the court 
cannot divest this power of selection from those named in 
the ·will and have it invested in themselves. 
In the argument on this point in the lower court, oppos-
ing counsel pointedly asked what we had to say about the be-
quest to "the trustees of the Protestant Episcopal Education 
.Society of Virginia'' ( Church1nah~ case, 80 Va. 718) ; · to the 
'':Missionary Society of the Methodist Episcopal Church, 
South." ·(the Calvert case, 32 Grat. 357); to the "Domestic 
and Foreign ~Iissionary Societies of the Protestant Episcopal 
Church in the United States of America to be equally divided 
between them". ('Cozart vs. Manderville.) 
We were· surprised at the question, since the ans,ver was 
that in each of these cases the bequest 'vas to a corporate 
body capable of receiving and holding and administering 
gifts for charitable purposes for 'vhich it 'vas incorporated . 
.Such a bequest to a corporation capable of taking is not in 
any strict sense a charity. However those decisions have no 
application to a devise and bequest to an unincorporated com-
mittee of an unincorporated assembly of the representatives 
of 835 churches, being the Virginia Conference, of an unin-
corporated denomination or sect known as the Methodist 
Episcopal Church, South. 
1 Harrison on \:Vilis, section 212, p. 425. 
The Corporation does not hold the property in trust in the 
true sense of the term, but as its own to be devoted to the 
purpose for which it was created. 
Bring ham vs. Peter etc. Hospital, 134 Fed. 513. 
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A legacy to a charitable institution described as in. being 
cannot be treated as made to an institution to be created. 
New Orleatns vs. Hardy, 43 La. Ann. 254, 9 Sou., page 12. 
In the jurisdictions where the beneficiaries must be definite 
and certain, an unincorporated association cannot be a bene-
ficiai.·y of a charitable trust on account of its uncertain and 
fluctuating membership, except in the case of a valid gift inter 
vivos to a competent person or corporation for the ultimate 
benefit of the unincorporated association. 
11 C. J. 340, and notes 63 and 64. 
To constitute a valid charitable use sufficiently definite to 
be enforced, there must be in. all cases a trustee legally com-
petent to take and hold the property. 
Grytnes vs. Hannon, 35 Incl 198, 9 Am. Rep. 690. 
5 R. C. L. 342, Note 10. 
The objections at common law to a voluntary association 
taking title to real estate· or to a permanent fund are so nearly 
insurmountable that there is very great uniformity in the 
rulings that in the absence of spme trust device a conveyance 
to such an association of such property is void. 
Blankenbaker ·vs. l!Jarly, 132 Va. at p. 412. 
· G1·een vs. Dennis, 6 Conn. 293, 16 Am. Dec. 58. 
Fonta.-ine vs. Tho'JntJson, 80 Va., p. 229. 
Owens vs. Mission Soc., 14 N. Y. 380, 67 Am. Dec. 160. 
Robhz~ons vs. Allen, 11 Gr. (52 Va.) top of p. 787 .. 
Downtn,q vs. Marshall, 23 N. Y. 366, 80 Am. Dec. 290. 
Fairchild vs. Edson, 154 N. Y. 199, 61 Am. St. Rep. 609. 
lJfou.nt vs. Tuttle, 183 N. Y. 358, 2 L. R. A. (N. S.) 428. 
The title to property cannot he vested by will so as to cut 
out the legal heir without naming some person in the 'vill cap-
able of taking the estate. 
Doe etc. vs. Lan·i~ts, 3 Ind. 441. 
Mcintire vs. Cross, 3 Ind. 444. 
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THE DOGGETT DEVISE AND BEQUEST IS TO THE 
VIRGINIA CONFERENCE OF THE METHODIST 
EPISCOPAL CHURCH, SOUTH. 
We have discussed the question of the va1idity of this 
Doggett grant from the standpoint of the Conference Board 
of Finance, which the lower Court held to be the donee or 
trustee of this charitable use. This was because the Court 
held that the language of the third clause ".that society or 
organization of the Virginia Conference J\II ethodist Episcopal 
Church, South, having as its principal object the relief of 
superannuated ministers of the Virginia. Conference" desig-
nated the ''Conference Board of Finance'' as the recipient 
thereof beyond reasonable doubt and to the exclusion of all 
others. Accepting this decision for the moment and for the 
purpose· of argument only, we submit that even if the Con-
ference Board of Finance is the clearly designated recipient 
of this charitable use, yet in law the devise and bequest is to 
the Virginia ConferAnce, a local assemblage of 835 churches, 
lying chiefly in a part of Vl~ginia, but also in Delaware. 
l\Iaryland and North Carolina. 
The Conference Board of Finance is only one of several 
committees of the Virginia Conference. In such a case au-
thorities are practically unanimous in holding that the be-
quest or devise is a. gift to the body itself and not to one of 
its committees or branches. This is the construction which 
the ]a,v puts upon such language. The object of the bequest 
is plainly the care of superannuated preachers, but their 
care is the care of the Virginia Conference and the Confer-
ence Board of Finance is simply an agency or committee of 
that Conference charged with that division of the work. of 
the Conference. The bequest, therefore, is to the Conference 
itself and not to this committee. It is a donation for the 
benefit of ~ religious. body, namely, the Virginia Conference 
of the Methodist Episcopal Church, South, since to the extent 
of the fund provided it will relieve the Conference of the . 
burden of supplying the needs of their superannuates. In 
short, her gift is an added source of revenue to the Virginia 
Conference, the dispensing of which is through one of its 
committees. 
Pi,rkey vs. Grubbs, 122 Va. at page 91. 
One of the many objects which the Conference has under 
its charge and care is su·perannuated preachers and the 
widows and orphans of deceased preachers. The testatrix 
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bas only selected as her preference this particular charge, 
but that charge is one· under the Virginia Confer.enee itself 
acting through a committee called the Conference Boa-rd of 
Finance. In the same way the testatrix in the Calvert case 
selected the particular object to which she desired her be-
quest to he applied .and which was known as the ''India Mis-
sion''. 
The bequest, however, was held valid as a. bequest to the 
Missionary Society of the Thiethodist Episcopal Church, which 
was a corporation of the State of New York. 
l'rliss. Soc·iety etc. vs. ·Calvert, 32 Grat. (73 Va.) at p. 365. 
See also Lame vs. Eaton, ·69 J.\IIinn. 141, 146, 38 L. R. A. 669. 
Bird vs. Marklee, 144 N. Y. 544, 27 L. R. A. 423. 
Dorn.estic &o. Miss. Socs. vs. Gaither, 62 Fed. 422. · 
.A·merica.n BibZ.e Society vs. Colonization~ Society, 2 N. Y. 
Suppl. 774. 
As was said in the matter of Isabell, 37 N.Y. Supp. page. 
'921, a bequest to a department of an incorporated society, . 
'vhich department is inseparable frop1 the corporation and 
can only be made effectual through the corporation, must be 
110ld as a bequest to the corporation itself. If a bequest to 
. that society or organization of the }Iethodist Episcopal 
Church, having for its chief object the care of superannu-
·ated ministers, can be held valid, although to an unincor-
porated body, the bequest or devise is not to the particular 
committee or orga.nizatio~1 which is a mere agency of the 
principal ltnincorporated body, the Virginia Conferenc~ and 
.. which is created by an can only act through the Virginia Con-
ference, but the bequest must be held· to be to the Virginia 
Conference itself, although it also is an unincorporated body. 
This does not affect. the main position that under section 
1420 of the Code of 1887, as amended by the act of March 
'24, 1914 (Acts of 1914, page 414), that a ·charitable bequest 
to an unincorporated body is invalid unless the charitable 
use is for the purpose of education. Even if the bequest 
and devise is defeated by a correct application. of these legal 
principles, yet this is to construe and not destroy the will. 
If the bequest and· devise, as· we contend, is to this assem-
blage of 835 churches known as the Virginia Conference, such 
:a. bequest is plainly void under the decisions of this State. 
Affleck vs. Boxwell, 79 Va. 402. 
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DOGGETT BEQUEST. AND DEVISE IS A RELIG-
IOUS CHARITY. 
Except for the earnest contention of learned counsel in 
the Court belo·w, we did not suppose that it could for one 
moment be disputed that the D·oggett bequest was a religious. 
charity. It is a gift to a purely religious body, namely, the· 
Virginia Conference of a religious sect or denomination 
known as the ~fethodist EJ?iscopal Church, South. The be-
quest is made by the testatrix for a religious purpose as a: 
memorial to her father, an eloquent Bishop of that Church. 
It is given for a religious object, namely, for the care of 
the most needy of that class of ministers of said religious 
body who have become superannuates. It is a bequest to a 
· religious body for the care of its religious teachers. We can-
not conceive of a charity that could be more clearly denomi-
nated religious. It is certainly not for any secular purpose,. 
such as a library or hospital. The minister's life is devoted 
to the great religious work of preaching and illustrating the 
gospel of the Master. He is not the employee or servant 
of any church· or individual, but the Master's only, in 'vhose 
name he ministers and 'vhose relig-ious doctrine he preaches. 
(Plu,mer's case, 3 Grat. at page 648.) He is the servant of 
Christ and his care when he is worn out is the most relig-
ious of charities. It is as much a religious charity as any 
mentioned in section 38, regulating the acquisition of prop-
erty to religious bodies. Besides, as we have seen, it is a do-
nation for the benefit of a religious body, namely, the Virginia 
Conference of the 1\fethodist Episcopal Church, South, or 
its agency or committee, the Conference Board of Finance. 
To the extent of the fund provided, it will 1·elieve this re-
ligious body of the burden of supplying the needs of their 
superannuates. The Doggett gift is an added source of reve-
nue to the Virginia Conference. (Pirkey vs. Gru.~bbs, 122 Va. 
at page 101.) 
The only· reply offered to this was that a· superannuated 
preacher 'vas one who would never preach again. We confes$ 
we do not grasp the forc.e of this reasoning. It means, if 
it means anything, that if the Doggett gift had been for the 
purpose of taking care of active preachers engaged in the 
work of the Church, the gift 'vould be· a gift for a ''religious 
use", hut if preachers have been worn out in the service of 
their religion, a fund given to the religious denomination to 
take care of such superannuates would not be a. religious 
charity. We submit that in both cases the gift would be for 
a religious _use, made to a religious .body for the purpose of 
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caring for its religious leaders. How such a gift can be said 
not to be religious, 've fail to comprehend. When this Vir-
ginia Conference of ~Iethodist ministers created the com-
mittee known as the Conference Board of Finance, it 'vas 
created for the care of superannuates and the widows and 
orphans of all preaches. If this was not a religious object, 
then why did this religious body create such a committee~ 
If it is, as we say, plainly a religious object, then the be-
quest to that object is equally plainly a religious charity 
trust. The gift is just as much for superannuated preachers 
as the money annually collected and distributed by the Con-
ference Board of Finance. Certainly, it is quite as much of a 
religious charity as the housing of a sexton of the Church, 
which is provided for by section 38 of the Code. 
We were asked in the Court below "Would a gift for the 
benefit of permanently disabled soldiers be a gift for warlike 
purposes"? If the gift was made to the Army to be disposed 
of by its duly appointed officers for the purpose of caring 
for its soldiers when wounded or· disabled, in. our judgment it 
'vould undoubtedly be a gift for military purposes. So would 
-a gift to a purely religious body for ministers of that bod~~ 
would be nothing more nor less than a religious use. As. de-
fined by the counsel for the C.onference Board of Finance, 
this Doggett devise and bequest is ''a religious gift intended 
for the support of its ministers as sueh ". It gives assurance 
of these religious teachers of aid and support in their old 
age, and to that extent leaves them free to devote them-
selves to their sacred duties without anxiety for the future. 
It is as much the duty of a religious body to care for its 
old and wornout preachers as to pay salaries to its active 
ministers, and a devise or bequest for one purpose is just as 
much a religious charity as for the other. Therefore, in the 
case of P1·ea.che·rs .A·id Society vs. Rich, 45 ~Ie., pages 553 
and 559, it was held that a gift for aiding and assisting needy 
ministers of the Methodist Episcopal Church in the support 
and maintenance of themselves and families was a religious 
use. 
THE DOGGETT GIFT BEING FOR .A "R.ELIGIOUS 
CHA.RTTY IS INVALID . 
.As the Doggett bequest and devise is for a religious pur-
pose and not for educational and literary purposes, in order 
to be valid, it mlist come within the provisions of section 38 
of the Code of 1919_. which is the only act validating religious 
charities. After the passage of the act of 1792 and the de-
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cision of this Court in Gallego vs. Attorney General, 3 Leigh. 
all charities were held void because of their uncertainty and 
indefiniteness. 1 H·arrison on Wills, section 212, page 423. 
The result was that a religious congregation could not hold or 
have devised to it the land on which its church was built or 
the graveyard in which its members were buried. This sit-
uation demanded correction by the Legislature. The valida-
tion of charities from the inception of such legislation took 
two lines; one, the liberal line -regarding educational and lit-
erary purposes and the other the very restricted line reg~rd­
ing bequests and devises for religious purposes. As we have 
seen, the educational and literary purposes and the other the 
Yery restricted line regarding bequests and devisees for re-
ligious purposes. As we have seen, the educational purposes 
are taken care of by section 587; the religious purposes by 
section 38. Neither of these two charitable purposes and, 
indeed, no charities~ were valid until their enactment. 1 Har-
rison on Wills, section 212, p. 424. In other words, the acts 
out of which grew these two sections are enabling acts and 
nnless the religions charity contained in the thira clause of 
the Doggett will comes within section 38, it is invalid. 
Roy vs. Rowzie, 25. Grat.,. at page 610. 
Handle.'lJ vs. Palrn.er, 91' Fed, at page 954. 
The only exception was a definite bequest to a. corporation 
expressly authorized by its charter to take. and hold property 
' given it by will or otherwise for its· corporate purposes. Such 
a bequest has always been valid in this State. But the pur-
nose of the various acts which now form sections 38 and 587 
-\vere to validate ·two classes of donations which had never 
been· valid before. Only gifts for religious uses expressly 
provided for in the statut~ a~e valid, and section 38 only em-
powers a particular church to take. All other donees are 
. excluded, such as the General Conference of Churches, or any 
a,g-ency or committee of such Conference. Section 38 validates 
gifts to local churches, but excludes gifts to a general confer-
ence of 835 churches. 
Boanvell vs . .Affleck, 79 Va., page 407-408. 
In contending, therefore, that the language of section 1420 
of the Code of 1887, as amended by the Act of 1914; page 
414, validates all charities, because, as argued, it refers to 
''every'' devise and bequest made in ''any'' case, opposing 
counsel are compelled in the same breath to admit that it 
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does not apply to every cl1arity, or else that the amendment 
of section 587 has impliedly repealed section 38 of the Code, 
·which regulates the ·acquisition of property by teligious 
bodies. Certainly, this general language excluded from the 
context of section 587, is broad enough to include charities 
for religious purposes. The only way to avoid this conclusio.n 
is to limit this general language as it is limited by the con-
text to educational uses: It does not refer to any other class 
of charities, reHgious or otherwise. 
Being a religious charity, the only statute to be considered 
is that contained in section 38 as to ''What transfers for re-
ligious purposes valid". The amendments to this section 
down to the Code of 1887 are set forth in the notable argument 
of Judge E. C. Burks (80 Va. 738-39). Since that time the 
section has been amended three times. It has been extended 
to certain specific gifts or conveyances that have been vali-
dated, but does not include the object expressed in the D'Og-
gett will. Besides, these gifts or conveyances are still con-
fined to a church or local congregation. Its language ha~ 
been confined strictly to the particular objects set out in the 
sta.tute. This Court has repeatedly held that there ought not 
to be applied any very liberal rule of construction, but it 
should be construed according to the general rule of construc-
tion of statutes. · 
8eaburn, vs. Seaburn, 15 Grat. at top of page 432. 
Rhodes vs. Rhodes, 88 Tenn. 637, 13 S. W. 590. 
Bible 8ociet71 :vs. Pendleton, 7 W. Va., page 79. 
If' by will, it is sought to greatly increase the property of 
the religious donee, a liberal construction has always been 
·refused, because of ''the danger of an excessive and inordi-
nate alienation of property to religious uses, so zealously 
guarded against by the policy of our law and the provision 
uf our Constitution before referred to''. 
Sea.bu.rn vs. SeaJn(,rn., 15 Grat. at pages 430-32. 
Brooke vs. Shacklett, 13 Grat. at pages 310-11. 
The restrictions ·as to the amount of the bequest, the ob-
ject of the bequest and the particular religious body, namely, 
·a church or congregation, have been and are to lie carefully 
preserved. The religions body is not even allowed to take 
the property directly, but legal title thereto is vested in the 
trustees appointed by the court. By the Constitution itself, 
no church can be incorporated. It only validates conveyances 
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of land since Feb. 3, 1842, limits the amount of land that 
can be held and prohibits any devise of land for religious 
purposes. As was said by this Court :. 
''The transfer aud acquisition of property for religious 
purposes has been made the subject of legislation in which 
the extent and uses to 'vhich dedications of this· character 
mar be made are precisely fixed and ascertained." 
Brooke vs. Shacklett, 13 Grat. at bottoiJ?. of page 318. 
vVhere the devise or bequest is for the benefit of an aggre-
gate body, such as the 835 churches constituting the Virginia 
Conference of the Methodist Episcopal Churc.b, South, the de-
vise or conveyanc.e is void and stands outside of the influ-
ence and operation of the statute. The devise or bequest is 
only lawful when it is to be enjoyed by the particular church 
or congregation, or since :M~arch 14, 1898, a branch or society 
of. such church or congTega tion. 
Brooke vs. Shacklett, 13 Grat. 314-315. 
Hoskins vs. Pusey, 32 Grat. 431. 
Bowwe~l vs. Affleck, 79 Va. 402, 407-0K 
Davis 'Vs. JJ;Jayo, 82 Va. at page 102. 
Finley vs. Brent, 87 Va., page 106. 
Another amendment of section 38 was approved March 28, 
1902 (Acts of 1901-2, chapter 323, page 336), where it was 
declared that the gift or bequest should not fail or be declared 
void for insufficient designation of the beneficiaries in or the 
objects of any trust annexed to such gift or bequest, etc. But .. 
such gift or bequest shall be valid subject to the limitations 
of section 43, etc., etc. It will be noticed that this amend-
ment is confined to personal property granted or bequeathed 
to a particular church and does not cover devises of land. 
The third and last amendment of this section was by an act 
of Feb. 29, 1916 (Acts of 1916, chapter 81, page 136), which 
validated a conveyance of land as a place of residence for the 
sexton of a church. It will be noticed that it only validated 
a grant of land by deed and not by will and makes it still 
plainer that the conveyance, whether of personal property 
or real estate, must be to "the church to which it is desig-
nated to be appurtenant.'' · 
II. 
Further considering section 38, we find that· a devise of 
land, even to a particular Church, made since the enactment 
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of. the statute is invalid and that such grant of land can only 
be by conveyance inter vivos. The devise in the third clause 
of the Doggett will of the two houses would be invalid, even 
if made to a particular church. It is further void because 
made to an assemblage of 835 churches. 
Section 38 only validates gifts and bequests of personal 
property and conveyances of land for certain specific objects 
enumerated in the statute, such as a place of public worship, 
a burial place, a residence for a minister, a residence. for a 
bishop, a residence for any other clergyman, though not in 
special charge of a congregation, but yet an officer ·of such 
church or religious society, a location for a parish house or 
a. house for the meeting of societies or committees of the 
church, and finally the conveyance of land as a place of resi-
dence for the sexton of a church. · 
III. 
The foregoing analysis of the statute shows that the Dog-
gett bequest and devise is not valid for the following reasons: 
First: The object of the Doggett ·devise and bequest is 
caring for the most needy of preachers who have ceased to 
have an active charge of a church or congregation, the widows 
and orphans of active and superannuate p~eachers. This is 
not one of the objects of a religious charity enumerated in and 
authorized by section 38. 
Second: The trustees appointed under section 39 are bare 
trustees, simply holding the legal title. They have no power 
to take and hold a permanent fund forever or to ~etermine, 
as required by the Doggett will, who are the undetermined 
recipients of that charity, namely, who are the most needy of 
superannuates. 
Globe etc. vs. J eruBalent Church, 103 Va. 561'. 
See also lV ade vs. Hancock, 76 Va. at pages ·624-25. 
Third: Because tl1e two pieces of land, amounting in value 
to some $40,000.00, are not given by a conveyance inter vivos, 
hut are a devise under the will of the testatrix. The statute 
does not authorize a devise of land, even if such devise \vas for 
the use of a particnla! congregation certainly and not for the 
Virginia Conference, consisting of 835 ehuehes. Hence, this 
devise under the third clause of the Dog·gett will is void as 
it does not come within the terms of section 38. 
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Fourth: The bequest of personal estate, amounting to some 
$25,000.00, is also void because not given to a particular 
church, ,but to an assemblage of churches. 
In Phillipmore's Ecclesiastical Law, Volume 2, page 1755, 
the word ''church'' is said to be derived from two Greek 
words "kurion ", "or kos ", · the house of the Lord and this 
plainly appears in the Scotch word "kirk". Its primary 
meaning as given in the Century Dictio~ary is ''an edifice or 
place of assemblage for Christian worship", and again, "a 
body of Christians worshipping in a particular church edifice 
or constituting one congregation". It is in this sense that 
the word is used in Chapter 7 of the Code of 1925. 
Doan vs. Vesftl·y of the Parish etc., 103 Md. 662. 
7 L. R. A. (N. S.) at page 1126. 
This is the same construction which this Court has always 
put upon the words "church or congregation", and the at-
tempted devise or bequest to the Virginia Confei.·ence consist-
ing of 835 churches is for that reason also invalid and cannot 
be sustained. · 
And finally the Doggett devise and bequest is to a religious 
body, as decreed by the court, to the Conference Board, a 
committee of the Virginia Conference. As asserted by us, 
to the Virginia Conference itself consisting of representa-
tives of 835 churches. N o'v each of these bodies is an unin-
corporated religious body. But the only unincorporated re-
ligious bodies that can take a bequest of personal property 
and a conveyance (not .a devise) of real estate are the ones 
named in section 38. They Are a particular church or relig-
ious congregation. Gifts to an assembly of churches, such as 
the Virginia Conference, or a committee of such Conference 
are and always have been held void as not being included in 
the terms of section 38. See the two cases last above cited. 
Brooke vs. Shacklett, 13 Grat. at pages 313-15. 
Boanvell .vs . .Aff~eck, 79 Va. at pages 407-08. 
/ 
THE REASON WHY DEVISES AND BEQUESTS FOR 
.A RELIGIOUS PURPOSE ARE RESTRICTED AND 
CONFINED WITHIN SUCH NAR.ROW LIMITS. 
All charities, as we have seen from the foundation of the 
Commonwealth of Virginia to the present time, are void 
·w·here there is uncertainty or indefiniteness as to either the 
donee or trustee of such charity or the beneficiaries thereof. 
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"The doctrine applicable to all charities has a particular force 
.,vhere the charitable use or trust is for a religious purpose. 
It was claimed in the lower court that, perhaps, because of 
the active part now taken in public matters by many minis-
ters, the restrictions upon charities for religious purposes 
no longer exists. It was said that what was the law in 1832 
is no longer the law or public policy for 1928. Let us see if 
that statement l1as any basis in fact. In the present Consti-
tution, as well as in previous Constitutions, the incorporation 
of a church is prohibited. Though the acts regarding educa-
tion are much more liberal, even after the passage of the act 
·Of 1914, gifts and devises to an unincorporated Theologi-
cal Seminary are prohibited. But the root of the objection· 
to beque~ts and devises for religious purposes goes much 
.deeper and the legal objection to such religious charities is 
.as strong to-day as it ever .was. The public policy of this 
State, so far as its courts are concerned, was first enunciated 
in the case of Gallego vs. Atto1·ney General, decided in 1832. 
·The grounds for this established public policy are. well set 
forth by President Tucker in that case: 
"No man at all acquainted with the course of legislation in 
Vir~ina can doubt for a moment the decided hostility of the 
legislative power to religious incorporations. Its jealousy of 
the possible interference of religious establishments in mat-
ters of Government, if they were permitted to accumulate 
large possessions, as the church has been prone to do else-
where, is doubtless at the bottom of this feeling. The legis-
lature knows, as was remarked by the counsel, that wealth is 
power. Hence the provision in the bill of rights; hence, the 
solemn protest of the act on the subject of religious free-
·dom. * '"' *." 
Again, he says : 
''The same influence which enables it to gain from the state 
its first insignificant privileges will secure to it from time to 
time, new, though apparently inconsiderable accessions; un-
til at last the power will be acquired which legislative jeal-
ousy has apprehended.'' 
. In 1856 in the case. of Brooke vs. Shacklett, 13 Qrat., pages 
318 and 319, Judge Daniel, among other things, addressing 
himself to the point now under discussion; says that the re-
strictions as to the amount and objects of such religions chari-
ties now set forth in section 38 are ''of such character ~nd 
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weight as to overbalance any vague apprehension that the 
object ma.y not be attained without furnishing occasion for 
ecclesiastical encroachments dangerous to the institutions of 
the, state'". 
In 1859 Judge Moncnre.delivered the opiuion of the court 
in Seaburn vs. Seabu1·n, 15 Grat. at pages 4:30-32, saying: 
"And we must admit that the danger of an excessive and 
inordinate alienation of property to religious uses, so jeal-
ousy guarded against by the policy of our la.'v ·and the pro-
visions· of our Constitution before referred to, woU.ld be 
greatly increased by authorizing such alienation * * *.'' 
In 1870, speaking of the adherence· of our highest court to 
the rule previously laid down in the cases above cited and the 
reason for it, Judge Staples says: 
''This adherence to the rule in the latter case, originated 
in legislative and popular jealousy, and opposition to the in-
corporation of religious societies, and a just apprehension 
that the accumulation of property by sucb institutions would 
be incompatible with sound republican policy.'' 
Kelly vs. Love, 20 Grat. ·at page 13i. 
In 1922, Judge Martin P. Burks quot.es with approval the 
language in Perry's case, 3 Grat. 632, where our court speaks 
of the danger of clothing the ministers of religion with ex-
clusive temporal privileges and exposing them to the corrupt-
ing influence of wealth and power. 
Pirkey B·ros. vs. C omn~on.wealth, 134 Va. at top of page 
720. 
. . 
. But it is said that this comparatively small donation by 
Miss Doggett would not accomplish these dire results. This 
may be true, hut the question goes beyond the p~rticular case 
under consideration. If this charity is held valid, the camel's 
nos~ will be under the tent and the fall of legal safeguards 
governing devis~s and bequests for religious purposes must 
follow. This particular bequest may furnish only an incon-
siderable accession, but it cannot be long before ''the power 
will be acquired which legislative jealousy has apprehended'' 
(3 Leigh 477-78), and ''the danger of an excessive and inor-
diJlate alienation of property to religious uses would be 
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greatly increased by authorizing the alienation under dis-
cussion". (15 Grat, at page 430-32.) ' 
The attempt here is to construe the amendment of 1914 of 
seotion 1420 so as to do away ·with the distinction which has 
always been maintained in this State behveen religious chari-
ties and the other classes of charity. The inquiry here is 
''whether the court has been left free by the amendment of 
1914 to exercise a jurisdiction which, when once admitted, it 
has no power to limit by any well defined boundaries". 
Brooke vs. Shacklett, 13 Grat. at page 318. 
A most anomalous situation would arise if the amendment 
to section 587 is held not to affect religious charities of the 
provisions of section 38. The amount of personal property 
that can be given to a particular church, the invalidity of a 
devise of land to such church and the limitations upon the ob-
jects of such grant or devise of personal property might still 
exist, 'vhere the bequest or devise is to a particular church. 
On the other hand, if the devise or bequest is to an assem-
blage of churches, the power of accumalation will lie with-
out restriction, and the court will have no power to limit it 
by any well defined boundaries. The danger of an excessive 
and inordinate alienation of property to religious uses so 
jealousy guarded against by the policy of our ·1a'v will be 
upon us, if this Doggett bequest is held valid. 
We conclude, therefore, as is said by the author of the 
latest and most thorough treatise on the subject of wills: 
''It (section 1420 as amended by the act of 1914), does not 
~eem to affect religious donations or beneficial orders an\t 
associations. It can hardly be supposed that the Legislature 
intended to repeal the sections which elaborately provide how 
far religious trusts are valid or trusts in favor of beneficial 
orders are valid by an amendment to a section a pplicaule only 
to educational aud literary trusts.'' · 
1 Harrison on Wills, sec. 214, p. 434. 
In concluding this part of the petition 've would emphasize 
the fact that the Conference Board of Finance is an unincor-
porated body, and under the Discipline of the Cburch it has 
no authority to receive and administer a permanent fund. 
Sections 355 to 360 of the Discipline will be searched in vain 
for such authority and w·ithout such authority the Court will 
not permit it to take. We challenge counsel for the Board 
to point to anything in the C«?nstitution of the Church which 
.. 
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permits 'the Conference Board to administer the permanent 
fund provided for in the Dog·gett bequest. Much space was 
expended in the lower Oourt in an attempt to show that this 
Conference Board of Finance is a permanent organization of 
the Virginia Conference; that it has existed under one name 
or another-certainly for sixty-two years. This may be true, 
but it does not affect the absence of any authority in the 
Constitution of the Church to administer, invest and reinvest 
and apply the income of this permanent fund. 
Nor do we see that the fact of its being "a .permanent 
body" affects the question of the uncertainty of its member-
ship. Whether per~anent or not, it is a shifting body, uncer-
tain as to its membership. It is elected as claimed by Bishop 
Denny by the Virginia Conference every four years in the 
same way the Legislature of Virginia, ''Thich has existed for 
one hundred and fifty years as a permanent body, has its 
membership changed and shifted every two years. Ea.ch Leg-
islature consists of a. new group of members. Indeed, section 
355 of the Discipline provides that each Annual Conference 
shall organize a Conference Board of Finance. This would 
seem to make the election annual and not quadrennial.. When 
Bishop Denny and Dr. Beckham were asked to point out any-
thing in the Discipline providing for quadrennial instead of 
annual elections, as required by section 355, they were unable 
to do so. They did point out a number of other boards quad-
rennially elected, but could rest their statement only upon 
''That they claimed was the habit or custom of the Conference 
and not anything contained in the Discipline. But whether 
they are elected every year or ~very four years, the body may 
be permanent, but the membership changes at the one time or 
the other, and such a shifting body our Court has always 
held incapable of taking a charitable bequest, as its indeter-
minate and uncertain character. makes it impossible to be 
controlled by the processes of the Court. Certain it is that 
under the Dis.cipline itself this Conference Board of Finance 
has no capacity to take and manage a permanent fund. 
It is true that this Conference Board receives income from 
certain bequests and permanent funds, but these bequests 
under the various wills making them are admitted to be held 
either by a corporation such as the Preachers Relief Society 
or bV individual trustees such as Dr. Christian and others and 
the income alone turned over to the Board of Finance. As 
stated by Bishop Denny, the legal holders of these legacies 
and donations turn over the interest to the 'Conference Board 
of Finance, but the corpus of these funds is held by others. 
(R., page 70.) On this point ~r. Beckham, the Chairman of 
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the Conference Board of Finance, said ''I do not know tliat 
there is any provision in the Discipline giving authority for 
the Conference Board of Finance to receive the corpus of a 
fund with authority to invest and reinvest, use ·and manage 
that corpus as a trustee would manage it". (R., p. 118.) 
BENEFICIARIES UNCERTAIN AND 
INDETERMINATE. 
By the foregoing we submit it has been shown that if the 
donee set out in the third clause of 1Yiiss Doggett's will is as 
is held by·the lower court the Conference Board of Finance, 
then such donation is invalid, because that Committee of the 
Virginia Conference is an unincorporated body; that, being 
.:a shifting body elected either annually or quadrennially by the 
Virginia Conference, it is too uncertain and indeterminate to 
take the bequest; and that the donation being to an unincorpo-
rated religious body, it cannot. take under section 38 of the 
Code because under that section only par.ticular churches or 
congregations can take and not an assemblage o£ churches 
such as the Virginia Conference nor a committee of that ·Con-
ference. 
We further maintain that the devise and bequests is invalid 
because the ultimate beneficiaries ·thereof are also uncertain 
and indeterminate and for that reason the devise and bequest 
cannot be enforced by a court of equit.Y. 
The third clause of the Doggett will contains the follow-
~g: . 
"It is my wish that said society will distribute this fund to 
and among the most needy ones under its charge ~ * •. 
And I do direct that the said society shall keep said fund 
safely invested and only the income from same to be used for 
the sole purposes for which it is cre.ated. '' 
No argument is needed to show that the donation to ''the 
most needy ~nes'' is void for uncertainty. It has been set-·. 
tied in two decisions of this court where practically the same 
language ''most needy ones'' has been used; except possibly 
that the language of the Doggett will is even more uncertain 
than the language used in those two wills. In the Gallego 
case the testator directed his executor to lay by $2,000.00 to 
be distributed among needy poor and respectable widows. 
This provision of the will was h~ld void. 
----- -~--- ----
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Gm~lego vs. Attorney General, 3 Leigh 450. 
In the instant case, they must not only be needy superan-
nuates, but they must be most needy and there is no provision 
made in the will by which the donee can ascertain the ultimate 
beneficiaries thus described ; and certainly the Court cannot. 
It is equa.lly certain that the Conference Board of Finance 
has under the Discipline creating it no such authority. On the 
contrary, the Conference Board is required to distribute its 
funds to all conference claimants and the only difference of 
distribution allowed is where two superannuates are equally 
needy, the Board can take into consideration the number of 
years of active service and prefer the superannuate having 
rendered the most service to the Church. 
The will speaks of that society or organization which has 
for its chief object the care of superam1uated preachers. But 
the Conference Board of Financ.e has no such chief object. 
It has two objects of equal dignity and importance in the dis-
tribution of its funds, namely, superannuated preachers and 
the ·widows and orphans of all preachers whether superau-
. nua.tes or not of the Conference. Neither one c.an be said to 
be the chief object, both are put by the Discipline of the 
Church upon an equal footing. Besides the Discipline ex-'-
pressly provides that said fund shall be distributed to the 
families of itinerant ministers as well as to superannuates 
"without preferring the one over the other". Discipline sec-
tions 355 to 360. As to the ''most needy ones'' the will does 
not otherwise describe or identify them or afford any means 
of determination of who among the superannuates should be 
the recipient of the testator's bounty. Who is to decide this 
essential question~ The lower court says that it is to be de-
cided by an unincorporated committee of the Virginia Con-
ference, also an unincorporated body. Certainly it is not to 
he decided by any trustees to be appointed by the court, even 
if the court had such power; nor is it to be decided by a cor-
poration subsequently created, as prayed for in the answer 
of the ·Conference Board of Finance. The law does not recog-
nize such unincorporated bodies as capable of taking this fund 
and deciding this essential question. How could the court 
in enforcing such trust itself ascertain who 'vere the most 
needy or prevent the donee from disposing of the income of 
this fund to those who are not or mig-ht not be so designated? 
The devise and bequest of the Doggett will are, fherefore, in 
all respects too vague and indefinite for enforcement by a 
court of equity and certainly is too vague and uncertain aE; 
to those for whom the beneficial interest is intended. 
P. G. Fitzgerald, et al., v. L. B. Doggett's Exor., et al. 41 
GaUego vs. Attorney General, 3 Leigh, page 450, 456-57, 24 
Am. Dec. 650. 
The case of Fontaine vs. Thompson is in point. In that case 
the trust fund was given the executor ''to be distributed to 
my next of kin who may be needy in such proportion and at 
such times as in his opinion may be best''. The Court said: 
''the distribution is to be among her next of kin; that much 
is distinct and clear enough; the persons to be benefitted are 
the most needy in that class (designated as her next of kin) 
according to the opinion of the trustee.'' 
The devise 'vas accordingly held invalid for uncertainty 
as to the individuals to be selected "the most needy" and the 
residue of the estate was divided among the next of kin ac-
cording to the statute of descents and distribution. 
Fontaine vs. 'l'ho1npson, 80 Va. 229, 56 Am. Rep. 588. 
Kain vs. Gibboney, 101 U. S. 362, 25 L. Ed. 813. · 
JYhee.?er vs. S1nith, 9 Ho,v. (U. S.) 55, 13 L. Ed. 44. 
Brooke vs. Shacklett, 13 Grat. 301. 
In Ja;n,ey's Ex' or vs. La.fane, 4 Leigh 327, the trust in ques-
tion was for the schooling of poor children in South Farnham 
District and the court held that there was no legal method of 
ascertaining the beneficiaries intended by the testator. 
Stonestreet vs. Doyle, 75 Va. 356. 
Seaburn ·vs. Sea]yu·rn, 15 Grat. 420, 432. 
Galle,qo vs. RouxJJn, 86 Va. 823. 
Another case in point is that of Trin·ity 111. E. Church vs. 
Balcer, 91 Md. 539, 568 to 571. Maryland, as well as West Vir-
ginia and N oth Carolina, has followed the principle laid down 
in Baptist A.ssociat·ion vs. Hart, 4 \Vheat. 1 .. Item ten of the 
will construed in the Baker case gave and bequeathed to the 
trustees of the corporation of '~rrinity Mehodist Churcl1, 
South, a fund of $500.00 which was ''to be paid towards the 
support of superannuated preachers, their widows and or~ 
phans of the Baltimore Conference of the l\f. E. Church, 
South"· Upon the authority of the case of Church Society 
of the IJ.f. E. Church vs. S1nith, 56 Md. 362, 396-399, this be-
quest was held void for uncertainty. Quoting from the Smith 
case, the Court said : 
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"According to the uniform course of decisions in thi$.state 
n trust cannot be upheld unless it be of such nature that the 
cestu·i que tru.stent are definite and capable of enforcing its 
execution by proceedings in a· court of chancery.'' 
After referring to cases that announce that doctrine, the 
court goes on to say (still quoting from the :Smith case): 
"Here the selection of the necessitous churches for whose 
benefit the bequest is given depends exclusively upon the will 
of the committee appointed by the corporation. If the com-
mittee should at any time fail to erercise its discretion, or 
the corporation should fail to appoint a committee for the 
care and appropriation of the loan fund, it will be possible 
for the corporation to appropriate to other purposes the en-
tire fund; and th~re are no parties who could maintain a suit 
to prevent such misappropriation or enforce the exe~ution of 
the trust declared in the will.'' 
The Court coJ)tinuing its decision of the Baker case says: 
''The church corporation is made the trustee of the fund 
for the putpose indicated, the intended beneficiaries being 
'the superannuated preachers, the~r widows and orphans of 
the Baltimore Conference of the M. E. Church, South'. From 
the evidence in the case it appears that the mode of ascer-
taining these beneficiaries is under the Discipline of the M. 
E. Church, South, for what is denominated the joint Board 
of Finance 'to receive all monies collected as Conference col-
lections or otherwise and distribute the same to superannu-
ated preachers and the widows and orphans of deceased mem-
hers of the Conference, according to their best judgment of 
their several necessities.'' 
"Thus it is seen that the allowance of aid to superannuated 
preachers and their widows and orphans as ascertained and 
defined objects under the absolute control of the Conference 
of the ~Iethodist Episcopal Church, South, to the Discipline 
of which the legatee here is subject, and what is denominated 
their Board of Finance and depends upon the voluntary ac:-
tion. Should it be determined by tl_2e Conference to withhold 
these allowances altog·ether and to devote the funds collected 
in the manner prescribed to what mig-ht seem some more im-
portant or necessary church object, it could be done; and in 
any such contingency the church corporation here claiming 
this bequest would be unable to perform its trust as directed, 
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.and a court of equity would be equally without po,ver to en-
force it; and the fund designed to be dedicated to the purpose 
named in the bequest could, upon failure of the conf;erenc.e 
.to so appropriate it, be diverted to other purposes." 
Trinity 1Jf. E. Ch~6rch vs. Baker, 91 Md. 539, 568 to 571. 
It is especially to be noted that in the Maryland case the 
donee or trustee, the Trinity Methodist Church, was a cor-
poration. Notwithstanding that fact, the bequest was held 
void because the cestui qu,e trustent were uncertain and indefi-
nite and a court of chancery was incapable of enforcing its 
execution. If that is true where the donee ·is a corporation, 
much more is it true wh~re the donee is unincorporated. Even 
if section 587 is to be held applicable to this religious devise 
~nd bequest, the utmost that can be said is that it puts, so 
far as the donee is concerned, an unincorporated body on the 
same footing as a. corporate body. ·But both the donee and 
the ultimate beneficiary have to be certain and definite. Un-
der the authority of the Maryland case, even though the donee 
is a corporation, yet where the ultimate beneficiaries-the 
most needy-are as in the Doggett case uncertain and inde-
terminate, the bequest .and devise is still void. 
Pack vs. Shalnklin, 43 W.Va. 304, 27 S. E .. 389. 
The trust cannot be upheld because it is of such a nature 
that the cest·wi qu,e tntstent are not definite and the execution 
incapable of enforcement by a court of equity. 
T1·ustees of M. E. Church vs Trustees, etc,, 84 Md. 173,177. 
There is no difference whether a bequest or devise be im-
mediate to an indefinite object or to a trustee therefor. The 
imposition of a trustee will not save the legacy. 
See Dashiell vs. Attorney General, 5 H. & J. 399, 6 H. & 
J. 1. . . 
Rizer vs. Perry, 58 Md. 116. 
Trinity M. E. Church vs. Baker, 91 Md. 558. 
In jurisdictions where 43 Elizabeth is not in force, trusts " 
for the benefit of indefinite beneficiaries cannot be enforced. 
5 R. C. L. 342, section 77 and notes 7 and 8. 
Note to 14 L. R. A. (U. S.), page 82. 
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It matters not whether the bequest is to trustees for the 
benefit of a vague and indefinite object or whether it is an 
immediate bequest to such object. In either case, it is equally 
invalid. This is because the right to the enjoyment of the 
fund cannot be established and enforced by any particular in-
dividual or individuals claiming to be within the contempla-
tion of the bounty. The validity or invalidity of the trust 
cannot depend on the will of the trustee. 
5 R. C. L. 345, section 77. 
A bequest of $500.00 for superannuated ministers and their 
families given to '~the trustees of the Board· of Missions of 
the General Assembly of the Presbyterian Church of the 
United States of America'' was held void for want of clearly 
recognized beneficiaries . 
.il'lner-ican B·ible Soc. vs. PencNeton, 7 W. Va. 79. 
• Knox vs. Knox, 9 W.Va. 124. 
Brown ·vs. Caldwell, 23 W.Va. 187, 48 Am. Rep. 376. 
In Holland ·vs. Peck, 37 N. C. (2 Ired. Eq.) 257, the prop-
erty 'vas given ''to be disposed of by the Conference ~ * * 
as they shall in their godly wisdom judge will be the most 
expedient and beneficial, etc.''. This bequest was held too 
indefinite to be executed. 
In the famous T1:lden will case, the bequest was held un-
certain and invalid because not enforceable at the suit of any 
beneficiary, as it was &ettled at common law, that a trust 
without a certain beneficiary who can claim its enforcement 
is void. 
Tilden vs. Green, 130 N. Y. 29, 
And it was said in the Gallego case that the claimants must 
show that they are no exception to the common law. 
Gallego vs. Attorney General, 3 Leigh at page 467. 
Though trustees are named, the beneficiaries are uncertain 
and hence the bequest is so vague ~nd uncertain as not to be 
enforceable. The purposes of the trust are wholly undefined 
and the discretion vested in the trustees unlimited. Under 
these circumstances the court cannot enforce the same. 
P. G. Fitzgerald, et al., v. L. B. Doggett's Exor., et al. 45 
Fie field vs. V w~ W yck, 94 Va. at page 567. 
In short the ultimate beneficiaries-the most needy-are 
an indefinite and unascertainable body or class of people who 
are incapable of taking as beneficiaries and the trust as to 
them must fail. 
Undoubtedly, the declaration of a trust must be reasonably 
c.ertain in its material terms and this requisite of certainty 
includes the subject matter or property embraced within the 
trust, the beneficiaries or persons in whose behalf it is ere· 
ated, the nature and quantity of interest which they are to 
have and the manner in which the trust is to be performed. 
2 Pom. Eq. Jur., section 1009. 
In short, it is a general power in trust given to a com-
mittee of the Virginia Conference, or, as we claim to the Con-
ference itself for the benefit of a class-the most needy-
which is too indefinite, uncertain and unascertainable for the 
trust to be enforced by judicial decree. .And there is no per-
son or persons who could demand any part of the estate or 
maintain an action to compel the trustee to execute the power 
in their behalf. 
Tilden vs. Green, 130 N. Y. 29. 
In seeking to overcome the above settled principles of law 
it is argued that the Doggett bequest is an absolute convey· 
ance to the Conference Board of Finance and not a convey-
ance in trust. .As we have seen, this would not help, but in 
either case the donation is void. But the language of the will 
itself clearly shows that the conveyance to the Virginia Con-
ference or its Conference Board is upon the trust set out in 
the will, namely, to distribute the fund among the most needy 
of the superannuated ministers of the Virginia Conference 
and for that purpose "to keep said fund safely invested and 
only the income from same to be used for the sole purpose 
for which it was created". That it is a trust and not an abso-
lute conveyance is clearly established by the testatrix herself 
when she said: ''I establish thi.s trust fund as a memorial to 
mv father." 
·Indeed, it is inconsistent to say that a donation is absolute 
and at the same time claim that it is valid as a# chaTity. Noth-
ing is a charity in a legal sense except that which is limited 
to some charitable use. Otherwise, the fund could he used 
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for some immoral rather than a moral purpose; or it might be 
distributed and pocketed by the members. 
Owen vs. Missionary Soci.ety of M. E. Church, 14 N. Y. 385, 
387-8, 406-408. ' 
It may be profitable in this aspect of an absolute gift to 
consider a line of decisions in the State of New York which 
are commented upon in the case of Mount vs. Tuttle, 183 N. 
Y. 358, 2 L. R .. A. (N. S.) 428, 439-41. 
1. In the early case of Willia1ns vs. Williams, 8 N. Y. 525, 
the law of charitable uses as it existed in England at the time 
.of the Revolution was held to be the law of New York. Hence, 
in the Williams case where the gift was in trust, it was upheld 
as a valid charitable use. 
2. But subsequently in the case of Owens vs. Missionary 
Society, 14 N. Y. 308, without overruling the Williams case, 
it was held that a devise and bequest made directly to an un-
incorporated voluntary association was void even under the 
doctrine of charitable uses. 
3. And finally it was held reversing the Williams case, that 
R ,gift to an unincorporated association in trust was also 
void. 
Le1JJI vs. Levy, 33 N. Y. 97 .. 
Holland vs. Alcock. 108 N.Y. 312, ~Am. St. Rep. ·420. 
1YI11,rray vs. Miller, 178 N. Y. 316. 
This was because either the English law of charitable 
uses was never a part of the common law of New York, or if 
it was a part of the common law of New York State, it had 
been repealed by the Act of 1788. 
I 
lJII eK eon vs. Kearney, 57 How. Pr. Rep. at page 357 and 
note at page 355. 
A DONEE CAP ABLE OF TAKING MUST E·XIST AT 
THE TIME OF THE DEATH OF TESTATRIX. 
This is because the will takes effect· at the time of the tes-
tatrix's death .. If, at that time, there is no society or organi-
zation shown by the will to be intended or as such capable of 
taking, then no title vests· for a single moment in any such 
devisee or legatee nor will the court transfer the property 
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to a trustee of its own selection. The property not being 
legally bequeathed or devised vests absolutely in the heirs 
and next of kin. The title of the heirs which vested at the 
time of testatrix's death eannot be divested either by the 
.appointment of a trustee or trustees by the' court or to a cor-
poration subsequently created. The party to take, if at all, 
must be one, whether an individual or a corporation, having 
authority to take at that time. It is incumbent on the parties 
claiming under the will to establish their claim, otherwise the 
property not being disposed of· passes to the heirs at law and 
next of kin. While it is true the court 'viii seek to sustain 
a legacy or devise, if it can be done legally, yet the burden is 
upon the claimant to sho'v its right and title to the gift. 
Robinson vs. Allen, 11 Grat. at page 787. 
Blankenbaker vs. Early, 132 Va., p. 412. 
Hardesty's Succession, 22 La. Ann. 332. 
Down·inlJ vs. Ma1·shall, 23 N. Y. 366-382, 80 Am. Dec. 290. 
F1·alick vs. Lyford, 96 N. Y. Supp. 433, Affir'd, 187 N. Y. 
524. 
Green vs. Dennis, 6 Com. 293, 16 Am. Dec. 58, 62-64. 
Kewnett vs. Kidd, 44 L. E. A. (N. S.) 544. 
In re Graw, 111 N. Y. 66, 2 L. R. A. 387. 
Proctor vs. M. E. Ch!urch, 222 Mo. 51, 123 S. W. 864. 
A charity must fail where no competent trustee has been 
appointed in the first instance, so that no legal estate has 
· ~ever vested. 
GrJJmes vs. H arrnon, 35 Ind. 198, 9 Am. Rep. 690. 
Owens vs. Mission Soc., 14 N. Y. 380, 67 Am. Dec. 160 . 
.A gift whether absolute or in trust to a society or organi-
zation wl1ich is unincorporated is void, just as a gift to an un-
incorporated Theological Seminary would be. E.ven a bequest 
to a corporation may be void for uncertainty where the pur-
poses are indenite. Certainty only as to the trustee is not 
sufficient. 
Roy vs. Rowzie, 25 Grat. at page 610-611. 
Gallego vs. Attorney General,, 3 Leigh at page 466. 
An unincorporated society, even under the statute, cannot 
take either absolutely or as a trustee. · 
Ward vs. Soc, etc. of New York, 123 N. Y. Supp. 637. 
-----·----
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'r.HE WILL :B,.A.ILS 'rO NAME OR CLEARLY DESIG-
NATE THE DONEE INTENDED. 
All of the foregoing discussion has been made upon the 
supposition that the evidence in this case designated beyond 
reasonable doubt the Conference Board of Finance as the 
intended donee under the third clause of :M1ss Doggett's will,. 
and it was so decreed by the Court. 
From the language of the will, however 1·ead in the light 
of extrinsic evidence, \Ve respectfully submit that it is im-
possible to say that the Conference Board of Finance was 
intended to be the recipient of this bequest and was in the 
mind of the testatri~ 'vhen she executed her \vill. Such de-
scription as there is has, as \Ve have seen, given rise to at 
least two claimants, both of whom have some _points of re-
semblance to the description contained in the third clause of 
the will. They each, however, have even greater points of 
difference from such description; and neither of them ''an-
swer ptcisely to the terms of description given them in the 
will"· 
Roy vs. Rowzie, 25 Grat. 605. 
Does the extrinsic evidence throw any light upon 'vhom the 
testatrix had in minc11 We submit that the extrinsic evi-
dence does not aid 'us in any way. It shows that :Miss Dog-
gett wa·s a member o£ Centenary Methodist Church in this 
City and held for a time some position in the Su.nday School 
and that she was the daughter of an eloquent and eminent di-
-vine of that Church, but the evidence fails to disclose any 
earthly connection during her life time with either the 
Preachers Relief Society or with the Conference Board of 
Finance, or that she ever showed the slightest interest in the 
needs ·of superannuated preachers or made any contribution 
to that eanse. The Treasurer of Centenary Methodist Church 
. was put upon the stand. He testified that the needs of the 
superannuated preachers were put before the congregation 
of that Church by its pastor. But though he 'vas the Treas-
urer of the Church for a long period neither his books, which 
he seems to have kept regularly, nor his testimony showed 
that Miss Doggett had ever contributed towards the care and 
support of these superannuates .. If she had made such contri-
bution or sho\ved such interest in this cause during her life 
time, evidence of that fact would undoubtedly have been ad-
duced. Mr. Gawthrop testified that two of its pastors were 
still living who were pastors during Miss Doggett's attend-
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ance at the Church. One of them was Dr. W. J. Young of 
Atlanta, and the other Dr. W. L. Latham, its present pastor. 
Neither of them were called as witnesses by the religious de-
fendant. Both of these cla.imants have been in existence a 
long time. The Conference Board of Finance, under that or 
a similar name, has for fifty or sixty years been collect-
ing annual assessments for superannuated ministers and the 
widows and orphans of both active and superannuates. The 
Preachers Relief Society has existed as a corporation of this 
state since 1884. Yet the testatrix is not shown to have had 
the slightest interest in the work of either or to have aided 
or assisted in it. Her ignorance of these two bodies was 
so great that she could not supply the scrivener with suffi-
cient facts as to show which one of them she had in mind. 
Certain it is that she never had them in mind before. It is 
not even shown that she had any acquaintance with those hav-
ing charge of the work for the care of superannuates, and as 
to the two societies, her personal history supplies us with 
no clue, much less proof, that she meant either of them or 
that she meant one of them to the exclusion of the other. 
The facts in F~ifield vs. Van W yck case are exactly to the · 
contrary. There the testatrix was shown during her lifetime 
to have been interested in a particular religious body and 
contributed to its object often generously. Such evidence is 
properly given great weight by the Court in seeking to deter-
mine from the language of the will who is the donee or trus-
tee intended. In this case there is a total absence of such evi-
dence. Without such evidence it would seem that the Court 
will be at sea and unable to identify the unnamed recipient 
of her bounty. In F·ifleld vs. Van W yclc, 94 Va. 560, the omis-
sion to name the corporation claiming the fund and the fur-
ther fact that the evidence seemed to clearly show that the 
testatrix did not know if it was held t9 be convincing proof 
that she did ·not desire to leave her bequest to that corpora-
tion. This argument applies with equal force to both of 
these claimants. She omitted to name either of them and 
there is nothing to show that she lmew of either the corpo-
ration or the unincorporated agency which no'v claims this 
f.und, and certainly neither can be said to be the agency of 
her own selection. There is nothing to show that she pre- . 
ferred one over the other, and as far as her life time history 
discloses, she might just as well have intended one as the 
other. 
We are therefore left to conjecture, and being left to con-
jecture, the bequest 'vill be held to have failed. The inten-
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tion of the testator when consistent with the rules of law is 
the polar star by which wills are construed, and when such in-
tention is discernable and lawful must be sustained. But 
such intention to dispose of his estate must be expressed with 
legal certainty, else the title of the heir at law must prevail; 
for conjecture cannot be made to supply what the testator 
has failed to sufficiently indicate on the face of the will. 
\Vhere such intention i~ not shown by the language of tbe 
will, the bequest is void. The misfortune is that qu,od voluit 
non dixit. 
Sutherland vs. Sydnor, 84 V a. 883. 
Ooffma;n vs. Cojf'man, 85 Va., pages 461, 464. 
From the foregoing facts one is forced to conclude that 
this bequest. was not animated by a lmo,vledge or a previous 
interest in the deeds of these beneficiaries; but rather by that 
pride of adding one's name as patron to some grea:t religious 
institutions; a motive which has given rise to many attempts 
to convey or settle e·states to such ·purposes. 
Pres. Tucker in ·Gallego vs.· Attorney General, 3 Leigh at 
page 471. 
The extrinsic evidence fails to show any relation between 
the testatrix and either of these claimants; or that the rela-
tion, if any, of the testatrix to the Conference Board of Fi-
nance evidently constituted the inducement to the provision 
in the will. 
Johns vs. Scott, 23 Grat. 704, 608-9. 
THE CLAil\1: OF THE PREACHERS RELIEF SOCIETY. 
The full name of this society is ''The Society for the Relief 
of the· Preachers of the Virginia Conference M. E. Church, 
South, and their Families, their Widows and Orphans". It 
is a Virginia corporation, having been incorporated in the 
year 1884 (Ac.ts of 1883-4, page 498). It is empowered to 
receive donations by will or otherwise for the purposes of 
said corporation and can hold property to an amount not ex-
ceeding $200,000.00. It is said that it cares not only for su-
perannuated preachers, but the families of supernumeraries 
and active preachers. It has, therefore, two or three pur-
poses,· but this 'vould not prevent a bequest being valid which 
w·as made to it with regard to a specific class, namely, super-
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annuated preachers. They would be required to expend the 
income for that purpose and for that purpos.e alone and be-
ing a corporation the court could enforce this specific applica-
tion of t11e Doggett Fund. 
It is as much under the control of the Virginia Confer-
-ence as the other contestant, the Conference Board of Fi-
nance. This is accomplished by the requirement in its charter 
that its directors shall be chosen annually by the Virginia 
Conference of the 1\tiethodist Episcopal Church, South. Its· 
~barter further requires that its proceeds and all monies re-
.ceived and disposed of by it shall at all times be subject to 
the inspection of the said Conference. It makes its report to 
.each Annual Conference, showing its assets and income and 
the daily disbursements to the beneficiaries of said income 
:for that year. As shown by the correspondence of its secre-
tary and treasurer, the Rev. J. T. Whitley, it made a strong 
claim to be considered as the donee. intended by the third 
da.use of Miss Doggett's will. (R., pp. 142-156.) This testi-
mony of the Secretary of the Preachers Relief Society shows 
that even now as a matter of fact the superannuates receive 
very much more help annually than any other class of minis-
ters. (R., pp. ·147, 150-152.) As to the Conference Board 
>Of Finance, it shows that in 1923 it appropriated the funds 
.assessed upon the 835 Churches to only 32 superannuates out 
of 200 beneficiaries "which shows that 'the principal objecf' 
:can hardly be said to be providing for superannuates''. (R., 
page 152.) 
Further pointing out that the Conference Board of Finance 
is not the donee intended by the third clause of the Doggett 
'viii, the Rev. Wm. Whitley says: 
"I forgot to say above that I am not sure whether the Con-
ference Board of li,inance could hofd the Doggett fund sepa-
rate from their other funds, and appropriate it exclusively 
to superannuates or not. Unless that could be done, the in-
structions of the testator 'vould not be obeyed." (R., page 
153.) 
In this the Chairman of the· Conference Board of Finance, 
the Rev. Mr. B~ckham, agrees, when he says that he does not 
lmow of any provision in the Discipline giving authority to 
the Conference Board of Finance to receive the corpus of the 
permanent fund, invest, reinvest, use and manage said corpus. 
(R., p. 118.) . 
Besides, the Preachers Relief Society is the only claimant 
-----~ -~.------------ --------
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that has the word ''society" in its title. The third clause 
ef Miss Doggett's will is a bequest and devise to the society 
of the Virginia Conferenee having as its chief object the care· 
of superannuates. Above all, the Preachers. Relief Society 
is a c·orporation with authority and power to hold and admin-
ister a permanent fund, and it is a well settled principle of 
law that as between such corporation and an unincorporated 
body incapable of holding and managing a permanent fundr 
the presumption would be that the testator intended the body 
·which had the capacity to carry out her wishes. Whilst the 
foregoing facts do not, beyond reasonable doubt, point to the 
Preachers Relief Society as the donee intended by the third 
clause of the Doggett will, we submit it does raise a very 
grave doubt as to the donee intended and should have pre-
vented the lower court from decreeing that the Conference 
Board of li'~inance was such intended donee in the mind of 
the testatrix at the time she made the will and should be 
construed such to the exclusion of all others. 
It is true that the Preachers Relief Society and the Confer-
ence Board of ],inance got together, as the Rev. Dr. Whitley 
expresses it "so that there ·will be no rivalry between the 
two organizations" and by formal resolution withdrew its 
claim, but this action cannot affect its rights and especially 
the consideration by the Court of the grave doubt which those 
rights taise as to the beneficiary intended by the third clause 
of the Doggett will. Of course, no action or law of the Church 
can determine this question; it is one for the Court. 
5 R. C. L. 371, section 115. 
Boxwell vs. Affleck, 79 Va. 407-08. 
THE CLAIM OF THE CONFERENCE BOARD O:Jt~ 
iiNANCE. 
The above aetion left the Conference Board of Finance as 
the only active claimant. But can it be said that the language 
9f the third clause or the Doggett will shows this claimant to 
be the beneficiary intended beyond all reasonable doubt and 
to the exclusion of others. We say it cannot. In the first 
p1ace, it is an unincorporated body and for that reason inca-
pable of takin@: the devise and beqt1est of Miss Doggett. Th~~ 
we ha'\?"e already established by the overwhelming· weight of 
authority in this and other states. As between this unincor-
porated 1Jody and the corporation known as the Preachers 
Relief Society we have already pointed out that the law raises 
n presumption in favor of the latter because of its being a 
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corporate body capable of carrying out the charitable trust. 
In the next place, which has also been pointed out, the Con-
ference Board of Finance under the Discipline of the Church 
is without authority to hold, manage, invest and expend the 
income of this permanent ~und. (Discipline, sections 355 to 
360.) 
Being. only a committee or agency of the Virginia Confer-
ence, means that the devise and bequest is to that body and 
not to a mere committee or agency of the body. It is the body 
which elects, controls and manages this committee. It is, 
therefore, the Virginia Conference, if any one, that is to re-
ceive this bequest. But even if the committee can be said to 
be the designated rec.ipient of Miss Doggett's bounty, it is 
not only an unincorporated body but, under the Discipline is 
\vithout authority, to hold and manage a permanent fund. 
Its authority is simply to suggest the amount needed for 
the ensuing year for two classes, one the superannuates and 
the other the widows and orphans of deceased preachers, 
whether active or superannuates. It mu~t submit its annual 
estimate to the Budget Committee, which is required to de-
termine the amount to be allotted to each of the many gen-
eral interests of the Church including this assessment. (Dis-· 
cipline, section 339; testimony of Dr. Beckham, page 27.) It 
has no chief object~ Both objects stand upon an equal foot-
ing, that is the care of the ·widows and orphans and the care 
· of the superannuates. The Discipline expressly provides 
that said fund shall be distributed to the families of itinerant 
ministers as well as to superannuates ''without preferring the 
one over the other". The only time any preference is al-
lowed is in the case of equal necessity, where the Board may 
take into account the time of active service rendered by the 
clailnants. (Discipline, section .356.) These are all of its 
powers. As said by the Hev. Mr. Whitley, it has no authority 
t(l hold the Doggett fund separately from its other funds and 
to appropriate it exclusively to superannuates or to "the 
most needy of them''. 
lJnder these circumstances, \Ve respectfully submit that 
\vhilst the Conference Board of Finance has in some respects 
the right to maintain that it is the beneficiary designated by 
the language of the third clause of ~Iiss Doggett's will, in 
other respects it clearly does not measure up. The same is 
true of the Preachers Relief Society. In the absence of any 
evidence that Miss Doggett was interested in either one of 
them, it is we submit impossible to say which one, if either, 
of tl1ese two claimants can be held beyond reasonable doubt 
to be the donee intended to the exclusion of the other. 
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GENERAL BOARD OF FINANCE. 
We have seen that according to. the Discipline, the Con-
ference Board of Finance was limited to the work of assess-
ing the amount needed for these superannuates, to submitting 
its estimate to the Budget Committee of the· Virginia Con-
ference, which could approve, reduce or add to said estimate. 
After the action of the Budget Committee, the Conference 
Board of Finance was vested with the power and authority 
to distribute the fund thus to be collected among the 835 
Churches.· After the same had been collected, it was the 
duty of the Conference Board of Finance to distribute this 
annual sum annually among those for whom it had been 
collected. It has no other powers under the Discipline. On 
the contrary, according to that Constitution of the Church, 
the Conference Board of Finance is simply auxiliary to the 
General Board of Finance and is charged with the work of 
providing for the Conference clajmants, except as they are 
provided for by the General Board of Finance. (Discip-
line, !i;ection 355.) The powers of the General Board of Fi-
nance are set forth in sections 343 to 354 of the Discipline. 
It is an incorporated body under the name and style of "The 
Board of Finance of the ~1. E. Church, South", with its prin-
cipal office at St. Louis, in the State of lviissouri. Although 
a foreign corporation, it is empowered by law to take and 
hold real and personal property such as constituted the Dog--
gett bequest. Its superannuated endowm.ent funds are held 
in trust for the superannuated preachers and the widows of 
preachers of the :N.L E. Church, South. And it can receive from 
any Annual Conference or Conference Board of Finance for 
the benefit of superannu.ated preachers any funds belonging 
to or constituting superannuated endowment funds and may 
hold, administer and disburse these funds upon the same 
terms and conditions as were applicable to them in the hands 
of the Conference, body or organization originally holdins 
them. The interest on such funds shall be paid annually to 
the Conference claimants, namely, superannuated preachers 
;1nd the widows of preachers of the M. E. Church, South. 
ThesC' provisions apply to all superannuated endowment 
funds now in the hands of any Annual Conference, such as 
the Virginia Conference, or which shall hereafter come into 
their hands. (Discipline, section 349 and section 353.) 
Hence, we see that this General Board of Finance. is not 
only a corporation, but is the only corporation of the Metho-
dist Episcopal Church, South, which has the legal authority 
and power under the Discipline of the Church from the Vir· 
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ginia Conference or its Conference Board of Finance to re-
ceive such funds as those donated by Miss Doggett. Is it not 
likely that the testatrix had this corporate· body in mind pos-
sessing the power necessary to carry out her wishes rather 
than an ·unincorporated committee, such as th~ Conference 
Board of Finance? Especially as this Conference Board of. 
Finance is expressly made auxiliary to the General Board of 
Finance and the General Board is empowered to take over 
any superannuate endowment funds held by such .Conference 
Board of Finance. The Conference Board of Finance, the 
former body is made subsidiary to the latter. It is subser· 
vient to it and is required to aid and assist in the work of the 
General Board of },inance. 
THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF M. E. CHURCH, 
SOUTH. . 
According to the Discipline, it seems to us that there is yet 
:another possible claimant to this fund. This is the Board of 
· Trustees of ~L E. Church, South. Its power and authority 
are set forth in sections 552 to 556 of the Discipline. It is 
.an incorporated body, having its chief office at Nashville, 
Tennessee, and it has the power to receive, collect and'hold 
]n trust a11y and a.ll donations, bequests, devises, etc., as may 
be given and conveyed to the M. E. Church, South, for any 
benevolent, religious or charitable object. It has power to 
aclminister such funds and the income thereof ·in accordance 
"rith the direction of the donor or testator. It seems to us 
that it is equally as probable that the testatrix had in mind 
one or the other of these three corporations, the Preachers 
Relief Society, the General Board of Finance and the Board 
of Trustees of the 1\L E. Church, South, any one of 'vhom are 
capable of acting rather than an unincorporated Annual Con-
ference of Virginia Churches or a Committee of such Confer-
ence styled the Conference Board of Finance, neither of 
which are incorporated or capable either in law or under the 
Discipline of carrying out the wishes of the tef?tatrix. The 
mere fact that two out of three of these Corporations are for-
-eign corporations does not prevent their taking this devise 
and bequest under the third clause of the Doggett will. This 
question was settled in Roy vs. R01.J,-zie, .25 Grat. 599. 
But 've respectfully submit that a careful consideration 
of the extrinsic evidence and of the powers of these four 
bodies, both at law and under the Discipline, demonstrate 
that neither of them ''answer precisely the terms of descip-
'tion given of them in the will". 
Roy vs. Rouzie, 25 Gratt. 605. · 
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Certainly there is nothing in the personal history of the tes-
tatrix which supplies us with any clue, much less clear proof, 
that she meant either of them or that she meant one of them 
to the exclusion of the other. Neither one of them is named 
in the third clause of her \vill, nor does the language of that 
clause clearly designa~e either one as the intended recipient 
of her bounty beyond all reasonable doubt. 
It is perhaps true that the Conference Board of Finance is 
more clearly an agency or committee of the Virginia Confer-
ence. On the other hand, the Preachers Relief Society is 
·also an agency of that Conference, since the Conference annu-
ally elects the Directors of the Preachers Relief Society, and 
the money received and disposed of by it is at all times sub-
ject to the inspection· of the Virginia Conference. Whilst the 
eli stinction between these two bodies may be plain to the legal 
mind, certainly any layman would be justified in deeming the 
Preachers Relif Society as a society or organization of the 
Virginia Conference. 
Wherefore, your petitioners pray that an appeal may be 
allowed from the decree complained of, that the same may 
be reviewed and reversed and that the bequest and devise 
decreed to the Conference Board of Finance may be held in-
valid and of no effect. 
Respectfully submitted, 
PATTIE G. FITZGERALD & 
DAVID S. DOGGETT, 
By WYNDHAM R. MEREDITH, 
ANNIE D. LINEN, 
By McGUIRE, RIELY & 
EGGLESTON, her counsel. 
We, Wyndham R. 1\'feredith and Henry C. Riely, counsel 
practicing in the Supreme ·Court of Appeals of Virginia, 
certify that, in our opinion, the decision embodied in the de-
cree of the Chancery Court of the City of Richmond, Vir-
ginia, complained of in the foregoing petition, should be re-
viewed by said Supreme Court of Appeals. 
WYNDHAM R. MEREDITH, 
HENRY C. RIELY. 
Received December 6, 1928. 
An appeal allowed. Bond $500.00. 
January 17, 1929. 
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VIRGINIA: 
Pleas before the Judge of the Chancery Court of the 
City of Richmond, the 13th day of June, 1928. 
Be it remembered that heretofore, to-wit, on the 2nd day 
of Iviarch, 1925, came the complainant by counsel and send ou; 
of the Clerk's Office of the Chancery Court, Subpoenas in 
Chancery against the defendants, directed to the proper offi-
cers, and returnable to Third Monday in ]\{arch, 1925, which 
Subpoenas in Chancery and returns of the officer thereon are 
in due form .. 
And at another day, to. wit: At Rules held in the Clerk's 
Office of said Oourt, on the First l\iouday in March, 1925, came 
the Complainant by counsel, and filed his bill, which bill and 
the exhibits therewith are in the following words and figures, 
to" wit: 
BILL. 
To the ·Hon. William A. Moncure, Judge of the Chancery 
Court of the City of Richmond. 
Humbly complaining, showeth unto your Honor, your com-
plainant, Virginia Trust Company, Executor of the last will 
and testament of Loulie B. Doggett, the following case: 
That your complainant's testatrix, the said Loulie B. Dog-
gett, late a resident of the City of· Richmond, Virginia, de-
parted this life on the 23rd day of March, 1924, leaving a last 
will and testament which was duly adimtted to pro-
page 2 ~ bate in your Honor's Court on the 11th day of 
April, 1924, and your complainant, the Executor 
named in said will, duly qualified as such Executor, A Copy 
of the said will is herewith fi]ed, marked Exhibit "A'', and is 
prayed to be considered and treated as a part hereof. 
By the :first clause of the said will the said testatrix di-
rected that all of her just dehts and funeral expenses should 
he paid as soon as could conveniently be done. 
By the second clause of said will the testatrix gave the 
foHowing legacies: 
(a) To her two nieces, lVIrs. Imogen Walters and Mrs. 
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1fartha Sutton, the ·sum of Five Hundred Dollars ($500.00) 
each: · 
(b) To her niece, Mrs. Loulie Rufty, the sum of Five Hun-
dred Dollars ($500.00), and all of her books, pictures, jew-
elry and silverware. 
(c) To testatrix's siter, Mrs. Pattie G. Fitzgerald the sum 
of' Five Hundred Dollars ($500.00). ' 
(d) The testatrix's brother, G. Brook Doggett, the sum of 
Two Hundred Dollars ($200.00}. 
(e) To testatrix's niece, ~frs. Annie D. Linen, the sum of 
Fifteen Hundred Dollars ($1,500.00). 
By the third.clause ·of the said will the testatrix did provide 
that all of the rest and residue of her estate of every kind and 
description should go unto "that society or organization of 
the Virginia Conference ~f.ethodist Episcopal Church, South, 
having as its principal object the relief of superannuated 
ministers of the Virginia Conference''. 
page 3 ~ The said third clause also expressed the wish of 
the testatrix that the said society should distribute 
this fund among the most needy ones under its charge; and 
that this trust fund w·as established by the testatrix as a me-
morial to testatrix's father, Bishop David S. Doggett. 
By the fourth clause of the said will the said testatrix did 
appoint the Virginia Trust Company as Executor. 
Afte_r the execution of the said will, but before the. death 
of the said testatrix, her brother G. Brook Doggett, who was 
~iven a legacy of Two Hundred Dollars ($200.00) died, leav-
ing one child, Cap. David S. Doggett of the United States 
Army, who, your complainant believes, is now stationed at a 
post in Texas. 
At the time of the testatrix's death, she l~ft an estate 
"rhich was valued, shortly after her death, at the sum of 
$60.962.70. A copy of the inventory of the said estate is here-
with filed. marked Exhibit "B". 
After the death of the said Loulie B. Doggett, your com-
plainant made inquiries to ascertain the name of the society 
or organization to which the testatrix referred in the third 
clause of said will, with a view of finding out who was the 
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ehief beneficiary under her will. As a result of these in-
quiries, your complainant was given the names of two socie-
ties or organiaztions in the Methodist Episcopal Church, 
South, and upon your complainant's writing to each of these 
organizations informinp: them of the death of Loulie B. :Dog-
gett and of the provisions of her will, each of these organiza-
tions or societies claimed that it was the society or organi-
~ation which the said testatrix had in mind in writing the 
third clause of said will. The names of these, two 
· page 4 ~ societies or oragnizations of the Methodist Episco-
pal Church, South, are, as you~ complainant is in-
formed, ''The Society for the Relief of the Preachers of the 
Virignia Conference, Methodist Episcopal Church, South, and 
'Their Families, Their Wido,vs and Orphans'' and ''Confer-
-ence Board of Finances''. 
Your complainant alleges that the nearest of kin of the said 
Loulie B. Doggett and the persons who would be entitled 
to her real and personal estate had she died intestate are as 
follows: Pattie G. Fitzgerald, a sister, David S. Doggett, a 
nephew, and Annie D. Linen, a niece. 
Your complainant does not know what society or organiza-
tion~ if any, of the Methodist Episcopal Church, South, is en-
titled to the rest and residue of the estate of the said testa-
trix under the third clause thereof. 
In tender consideration whereof, and for as much as your 
-complainant is remediless in the premises, your complain-
·ant prays that Pattie G. Fitzgerald, David S. Doggett, Annie 
D. Linen, ''The Society for the Relief of the .Preaches of 
the Virginia Conference, Methodist Episcopal Church, 
South, and Their Families, Their Widows and Orphans'' and 
''Conference Board of Finance'', may be made parties de-
fendant hereto, and be required to answer the same, but an-
swers under oath as to each of the said defendants is hereby 
expressly waived; that this Honorable Court will aid and 
guide complainant in the administration of the estate of the 
said testatrix, Loulie B. Doggett, and to that .end that this 
Court will construe the said will so far as it is necessary to 
.do, and especially that. this Court will ascertain and deter-
mine whether either the said ''The Society for the Relief of 
the Preachers of the Virginia Conference, Metho-
page 5 ~ dist Episcopal Church, South, and Their Families, 
Their Widows and Orphans'' or ''Conference 
Board of Finance'', is the society or organization whi:ch the; 
testatrix had in mind in the third clause of said will, and 
whether or not either of the said societies or organizati·ons 
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is entitled to the benefits of said clause of said will, and if 
not, whether any other society or organization is entitled tOo 
such b~nefits; that all proper orders and de.crees may be en-
tered herein, and that your complainant may have all such 
other, further and general relief in the premises as the na-
ture of its case may require, or to eq\.1ity may seem meet. 
And your complainant 'vill ever pray, etc. 
'VIRGINIA 'TRUST COMPANY, 
Executor of Lonlie B. Doggett, dec 'd. 
By Counsel .. 
T. C. GORDON, p. q. 
EXHIBIT A, FILED WITH THE BILL. 
KNOW ALL ~IEN BY THESE PRESENTS: That, I,. 
the undersigned Lonlie B. Doggett, of the City of Richmond, 
V a., being of sound and disposing mind and memory, do make 
and declare this as and for my last will and testament, hereby 
revoking all wills and codicils by me at any time heretofore 
made. 
FIRST: I direct that all my just debts, funeral and tes-
tamentary expenses be paid as soon as conven-
page 6 ~ iently can be done after my decease. 
SECOND: I so give and bequeath the following legacies, 
namely: 
(a) To my two nieces, Mrs. Imogen Walters, wife of Em-
mett Walters, and ~irs. Martha Sutton, wife of Eugene .Sut-
ton, I do give the sum of Five Hundred Dollars ($500.00) 
each. 
(b) To my niece, Mrs. Loulie Rufty, wife of Hilton Rufty, 
I give the sum of Five Hundred Dollars ($500.00) also all 
my books, pictures, je,velry and silverware; 
(c) To my sister, Mrs. Pattie G. Fitzgerald, now a widow, 
I give the sum of Five Hundred Dollars ($500.0{)) ; 
(d) To my brother, G. Brooks Doggett, I do give the sum 
of Two Hundred Dollars ($200.00); 
{e) To my niece, Mrs. Annie D. Linen, a widow, now resid· 
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ing in Auburn, N. Y. I do give the sum of Fifteen Hundred 
Dollars ($1500.00). 0 
THIRD: All the rest, residue and remainder of my prop-
erty, both real and personal, of which I may die seiz~d and 
possessed, and to which I may be entitled at the time of my 
decease and wheresoever situated, I do give, bequeath and 
devise unto that society or organization, of the Virginia Con-
ference, 1fethodist Episcopal Church, South, having as its 
principal object the relief of superannuated ministers, of 
the Virginia conference. 
And it is my wish that the said Society will distribute this 
fund to and among the most needy ones under its charge. 
page 7 ~ I establish this trust fund as a memorial to my 
father, Bishop David S. Doggett, and it would 
ple{1se me if the Church authorities would designate this fund 
as the "Doggett Fund for Superannuated Ministers". And 
I direct that the said Society shall always keep said fund 
safely invested, and only the income from same to be used 
for the sole purpose for which it was created. 
FOUR.TH: I appoint and constitute the Virginia Trust 
·Company, of R.ichmond, Virginia, to be the sole executor of 
this my 'vill and direct that no appraisement of my estate 
shall be made. 0 
IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my 
hand and affixed my seal, and have signed my name upon the 
margin of the preceding page of this my will, this the 23 
day of February, 1922; accordingly, witness my hand and 
seal. 
LOULIE B. DOGGETT (Seal) 
Signed, sealed, published and declared, by the above named 
Loulie B. Doggett, as and for her last will and testament, in 
the sight and presence of each of us, who, at her request, 
and in her sight and presence, and in tl1e sight and presence 
of each other, have hereunto set our hands as subscribing 
witnesses: 
,J. l\1. CARTER, Jr., 
BRUCE H. POLLARD. 
62 Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia. 
EXffiBIT B, FILED WITH THE BILL. 
Inventory and Appraisement of the Real and Personal Es-
tate of Loulie B. Doggett, made by the undersigned H. Seldon 
Taylor, J. M. Carter, Jr., and Oscar Upshur, Three 
page 8 ~ of the Appraisers appointed by an order of the 
Chancery Court of the City of Richmond, Virginia, 
dated February 27th, 1924, said appraisers having first being 
duly sworn for the purpose: 
I 
$5,000.00 J. L. Mathews Real Estate 6% Notes due · 
March 1st, 1924, ' $ 5,000.00 
$5,000.00 J. L. Mathews 6% Real Estate note due 
March 1st, 1924, 5,000.00 
$100.00 First Liberty Loan Converted 4~~ bond 
@ 99 5/32, 
400 Second Liberty Loan Converted 414% bond 
@ 99 3/32, 
50.00 Third Issue 4%% Liberty Loan Bond @ 
9931/32, 
200.00 Fourth Liberty Loan 41M% bonds, @ 
99 5/32, 
3 shares First National Bank @ 278 
15 " U. S. •St~el Corporation Common, @ 
102 5/8, 
16 '' Virginia Carolina Chemical Co., @ 12% 
18 " Atlantic Coast Line R·. R. Common, @ 
11'4%, 
28 '' Virginia Fire and Marine Ins. Co. @ 
92~~, 
· 20 '' Old Dominion Iron and Steel Corp. @ 
41Jt 
20 '' Virginia Rwy. & Power Co., Common @ 
36, 
44 " Virginia Rwy. & Power Co. Preferred 
@ 74¥2 
1 diamond solitaire ring, 
Cash found among decedent's effects, 
Amount on deposit Savings Department, First 
N a tiona I Bank, 
No. 310 West Grace St., 
No. 317 West Franklin St., 
Total 
99.16 
'396.37 
49.98 
198.32 
834.00 
1,539.37 
196.00 
2,061.00 
2,590.00 
85.00 
720.00 
3,278.00 
300.00 
110.00 
2,205.50 
17,700.00 
18.2.600.00 
$60,962.70 . 
,. 
I 
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page 9 ~ Note: In addition to the foregoing property this 
estate owns the following stock which the Apprais-
ers consider as of doubtful value : 
50 shares Green Monster ~fining Company, stock, 
200 '' Blackshere Oil and Gas Company, 
·4 '' Motoaca Manufacturing Company, stock, 
40 '' United Ship Corporation, 
13 '' Pelican and Dives Mining Company, 
To Mr. John B. :Minor, 
Commissioner of Accounts, 
Hichmond, Va. 
Appraisers. 
We ask that the foregoing be accepted as an Inventory a.nd 
Appraisement of the real estate and personal estate of Miss 
Loulie B. Doggett. 
VIRGINIA. TRUST COMPANY, 
Committee of the estate of 
Miss Loulie B. Doggett. 
By---------, 
Asst. Secretary. 
Richmond, Virginia, Oct. -,19·24. 
And at another day, To-wit: 
At a Court of Chancery continued by adjuronment and held 
· at the Court r<tom thereof in the City Hall, in said 
page 10 ~ City the 15th day of July, 1925. 
Virginia Trust Company, Executor of the last will and testa-
ment of Loulie B. Doggett, dec'd, 
vs. 
Pattie G. Fitzgerald, et als. 
This day came Pattie G. Fitzgerald, David S. Doggett, 
"'Conference Board of Finance'' and the "Society for the 
relief of the Preachers· of the Virginia Conference Methodist 
Episcopal Church South, and their Families, their Widows 
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and their Orphans", by their respective attorneys, and on 
their motion, the decree pro confesso entered at rules is set 
aside as to each of them, and on their respective motions, 
leave is given them to file their respective answers to the 
bill of complaint, which answers are accordingly fil'='n, and 
to which the plaintiff replied generally. 
JOINT Al\TD SEPARATE ANSWER OF PATTIE G. FITZ-
GE·RALD AND DAVIDS. DOGGETT. 
Filed in Court under Decree of July 15, 1925. 
Virginia Trust Company, Executor of the last will and testa-
ment of Loulie B. Doggett, dec'd, 
vs. 
Pattie G. :b,itzgerald, et als .. 
Joint and Separate answer of Pattie G. Fitzgerald and David 
S. Doggett to a Bill of Complaint exhibited against them 
and others in the Chancery Court of the City of Rich-
mond by the Virginia Trust Company Executor of the 
Last \Vill and Testament of Loulie B. Doggett, Dec 'd. 
These respondents, saving and reserving all just exceptions 
to said bill, for answer thereto, or to so much thereof as they 
are advised it is material they should answer, answer and 
say: 
Pattie G. Fitzgerald, one of the respondents, is a ·sister and 
the only living sister of the said Loulie B. Doggett and the 
other respondent, David S. Doggett, is the only child of G. 
Brooke Doggett, dec 'd, 'vho 'vas a brother of the Testatrix, 
and both of them, are heirs at law and next of ldn of the es-
tate of the said Loulie B. Doggett, of which she died intes-
tate. The only other heir at law and next of kin of the said 
Loulie B. Doggttt, Dec'd, is Annie D. Linen, the only child of 
another deceased brother of the said Loulie B. Doggett. 
(2) Your respondents admit that complainant's Textatrix, 
the said Loulie B. Doggett, 'vhile a resident of the City of 
Richmond, Virginia, died on the 23rd day of March, 1924, 
leaving a last will and testament which was duly admitted to 
probate in your Honor's Court on the 11th day of April, 
1924. Your respondents admit by said will Testartrix's sis-
ter, Pattie G. Fitzgerald, was left the sum of Five Hundred 
($500.00) Dollars and Testatrix's brother, G. Brooke Doggett, 
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was left the sum of Two Hundred ($200.00) Dollars in ad-
dition to certain other small legacies to others as set out in 
said original will, to which reference is hereby made~ 
(3) The third clause of said will reads as follows: 
page 12 ~ ''All the rest, residue and remainder of my prop-
erty, both real and personal, of which I may die 
seized and possessed, and to which. I may be entitled at the 
time of my decease, and wheresoever situated, I do give, 
bequeath and devise unto that society or organization of the 
Virginia Conference ~Iethodist Episcopal Church South, hav-
ing as its principal object the relief of Superannuated Minis-
ters of the Virginia Conference. 
And it is my wish that the said Society will distribute 
this fund to and among the most needy ones under its charge. 
I establish this trust fund as a memo_rial to my Father, 
Bishop David S. Doggett, and it would please me if the 
Church authorities would designate this fund as 'The Doggett 
Fund for Superannuated 1\Hnisters '. 
And I direct that the said ~Society shall always keep the 
said fund safely invested and only the income from same to 
be used for the sole purpose for which it was created." 
( 4) Your respondents are not advised definitely as to the 
amount of the estate left by the said Loulie B. Doggett and 
believe that the same is at least the amount mentioned in the 
bill of complaint, namely, $60,962.70, but call for strict proof 
of the same. 
(5) As there was nothing in the third clause of the will 
of the Testatrix to show who 'vas intended by said languge 
and the name of the Society or organization was not given in 
said clause, your respondents admit that the com-
page 13 ~ plainant Executor endeavored by inqiry to ascer-
tain who was intended as the recipient of the le-
gacy mentioned in said third clause and to what society or 
organization if any the Testatrix referred in the third clause 
of her will. ·Your respondents admit that as a result of 
these inquiries the names of two societies or organizations of 
the Methodist Episcopal Church South were supplied the 
complainant Executor, namely, "the Society for the relief of 
the preachers of the Virginia Conference Methodist Episco-
pal Church South, and their families, their widows and or-
phans'', and" Conference Board of Finance", also an agency 
or organization of the ·virginia Conference of the Methodis1 
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Epis·copal Church South. Your respondents further admit 
that each of these organizations or societies claimed that it 
was the society or organization which the said Testatrix had 
-in min'd when she executed her will and the third clause 
thereof, and that said complainant Executor was justified and 
compelled to ask the aid and guidance of this Honorable 
court in ascertaining and determining whether either ''The 
Society for the relief of the preachers of the Virginia Con-
ference Methodist Episcopal Church South, and their fami-
lies, their widows and orphans'', or, ''Conference Board of 
'Finance'' is the society or organization which the Testatrix 
had in mind in executing the third clause of said will and 
whether either of them are· sufficiently designated by said 
language so as to be entitled to the· benefit of said clause of 
said will, and if not, whether any other society or organiza-
tion is entitled to such benefi'ts, or whether any such society 
or organization is sufficiently designated by the language of 
the third clause of said will to the clear exclusion of the 
others. 
(6) Your respondents are informed that there is a third 
agency or organization of the Methodist Episcopal Church 
South that would seem to have as much claim as 
page 14 ~ the two above named societies to be considered the 
society or organization which the Testatrix had in 
mind in executing- the third clause of her 'vill, and that the 
language of said third clause would seem to apply as much to 
it as to the two above named societies or organizations. This 
society or organization is an agency or society of the Metho-
dist Episcopal Church South and is known as a "General 
Board of F,inance". This board has control of the Superan-
nuate Endowment Fund for distribution to the superannu-
ates and widows of preachers, and has authority to receive 
from any proper source funds and properties for the Super-
flnnuate Endowment Fund and to hold in trust in the interest 
of the superannuated preachers and the widows of preach-
ers of the 1\fethodist Episcopal Church, real or personal prop-
erty, and to receive from any other person, body or organi-
zation any funds belonging to or constituting Superannuate 
Endowment Funds and to hold and disbuse these funds upon 
the same terms and conditions as were applicable to them in 
the hands of the person, conference, body or organization 
originally holding them; the interest from which shall be paid 
annually. under the rules of the board to the superannuated 
preachers and widows of preachers of the Methodist Episco-
pal Church South. These provisions shall apply to all super-
annuate endowment funds now in the hands of the Board of 
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Trustees or other bodies hereinabove specified or which shall 
hereafter come into their hands. · · 
1.1his board, under the name and style of "The Board of 
},inance of the 1\{ethodist Episcopal Church South", is incor-
porated under the laws of the State of :Missouri with its prin-
-cipal office at St. Louis. 
page 15 } (7) Your respondent's deny that anyone of these 
three societies or organizations is the society in-
tended by the third clause of the Testatrix's will, or that the 
language of said third clause properly designates and de-
·scribes either one of them and that at the most such language 
is equally a·pplicable to one or the other of said three societies 
or qragnizations, and that neither of them is identified as 
the legatee to take under said third clause and that the lan-
guage of said will fails to make clear who is intended and 
that neither of these three societies is designated with suffi-
cient precision as to leave no doubt as to the identity of the 
legatee intended to take under said third clause of Testa-
trix's will. 
(8) As to the claim of "The Society for the relief of the 
preachers of the Virginia Conference Methodist Episcopal 
Church South, and their families, their widows and orphans", 
to be considered as the Society intended and designated by 
the third clause of said will, your respondents aver that its 
principal olJject is the relief of pre~chers of the Virginia Con-
ference and their families, their widows .and orphans, and 
. that it is not principally or particularly a part of its function 
to relieve superannuated ministers. Its Board of Directors 
is appointed by the annual Virginia Conference of the Metho-
dist Episcopal !Church South and it is an agency or organi-
zation of that church. Your respondents are informed and 
therefore allege and charge that the "Society for the relief 
of the preachers of the Virginia Conference Methodist Epis-
copal Church .South, and their families, their 
page 16 } widows and orphans'', did, on the 17th day of Oc-
tober, 1924, unanimously adopt a resolution dis-
claiming that.it was the society intended by the third clause 
of Testatrix's will and declaring it to be the sense of that 
body that the Conference Board of Finance of the said Vir-
g-inia Conference is the proper organization of the said Con-
ference to receive all funds and estates devised and be-
queathed under the will of Loulie B. Doggett, dec'd. 
(9) Your respondents also deny that the other defendant 
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nflmed in the bill of complaint, the "Conference Board of Fi-
nance" is the organization or society referred to by the Tes-
tatrix in the third clause of her will or that she intended 
thereby to declare the Conference Board of Finance to be 
the legatee of her residuary estate, a"Q.d for the following 
reasons: 
(a) If the Testatrix had known what society or organiza-
tion was intended by her to be the legatee of her residuary 
estate, she would have named the same. 
(b) The Conference Board of Finance is simply an ad-
junct or auxiliary of the General Board of Finance of the 
Methodist Episcopal Church South, as shown by Section 355 
of the Discipline (1922) of the said Church. 
(c) It does not have for its principal object the relief 
of superannuated ministers of the Virginia Conference. On 
the contrary, its duty is to estimate the amount required for 
the reasonable support for each year for the superannuated 
preachers and the widows and orphan children of deceased 
members of the conference, as is shown by section 359 of the 
Discipline (1922) of the Methodist Episcopal Church South, 
by which Discipline said Conference Board of Fi-
page 17 ~ nance is directed and controlled. 
(d) The duty of such Conference Board of Finance is to 
annually collect and distribute the money so received to the 
Superannuated Preachers and widows and orphans of the 
deceased members of the Conference according to their sev-
eral necessities. 
(e) According to the Conference ~1anual of the Virginia 
Conference 1923 this Board assisted 32 superannuated minis-
ters; wives of superannuates 30; widows of deceased preach-
ers 84; children of living or deceased preachers 36, orphans 
of preachers (special needs) 18, total 200. 
The foregoing :figures not only show that the relief of Su-
perannuated ministers is not the principal object of the said 
Board of Finance, but that as a matter of fact, the relief 
furnished superannuates by this board was only 16% of the 
total number of persons assisted. 
(f) Further answering, your respondents aver that the 
Conference Board of Finance is an unincorporated agency or 
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organization of the unincorporated branch known as the Vir-
ginia Conference of the unincorporated religious body known 
as the 1\iethodist Episcopal Church South. Besides, it is a 
constantly shifting body, as each annual conference is re-
quired by the Discipline (Section 355) to organize a confer-
ence board of finance. Such ·annual conference elects one lay 
member from each district and an equal number of clerical 
members making said board consist of 24 members, each hold-
·ing office for only one year. 
(g) This board of finance is required to distribute its funds 
among at least five classes and according to their several · 
necessities, while the bequest of the Testatrix re-
pag·e 18 ~ quires that the income from the fund bequeathed 
by her shall be distributed among· the most needy 
of the superannuated preachers, and that this is the sole ob-
ject as expressed by her of said bequest. · 
If the Doggett fund is turned over to the Conference Board 
of Finance, it would have to be kept separate as an endow-
ment fund from the regular funds of said board and the in-
come used exclusively for superannuates, which is an object 
totally foreign to the purposes for which it is created and 
for which no authority is provided by the Discipline of the 
1vfethodist Episcopal Church. The allow·ance of aid to the. 
superannuated preachers and the 'vidows and orphans of tho 
deceased members of the conference would be under the ab-
solute control of the Virginia Conference of the Methodist 
Episcopal Church South through its society or agency known 
as the Conference Board of Finance and what disposition 
'vould be made of this legacy would be subject to and depen-
dendent upon its voluntary action. If. the fund is not prop-
erly applied a court of equity 'vould be without po,ver to en-
force it. This .agency or· organization would be the trustee of 
said fund and this unincorporated Trustee could apply the 
same as it saw fit for the intended beneficiaries whether they 
'vere the most needy or not. 
Your respondents allege and charge that as the income 
of this fund is to be distributed among the most needy ones 
under its charge, there are no parties who could maintain a 
suit to prevent niisappropriation of such fund or .its income 
or enforce the execution of the trust declared in the will. 
The legacy is therefore void because of the un-
page 19 ~ certainty as to its objects and the sai.d legacy or 
devise must fail for indefiniteness. The work of 
this agency would not 'be controlled or directed by the court, 
but lJy authority of an uniucorpo1·ated church in accordance 
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'vith the provisions of its discipline, called into existence by 
the volition of its members composing such church, and con-
tinuing its existence only at the volition and pleasure of its 
members. Your respondents allege and charge that ''Con-
ference Board of Finance" is incapable of taking and admin-
istering this fund and said gift is void for uncertainty. 
~rhese respondents pray that the third clause of the will 
of the said Testatrix be declared i:legal and void, and that 
the said Testatrix be declared to have died intestate as to 
such residuary estate, and that your respondents be declared 
entitled to such residuary estate and that the Executor be 
directed to divide said residuary estate among those who 
are her heirs at law or distributees. 
And now having fully answered, these respondents pay 
to be hence dismissed with their costs in this behalf ex-
pended. 
PATTIE G. FITZGERALD, 
DAVID S. DOGGETT, 
\VYNDHAl\1: R. MEREDITH, 
FRANK T. SUTTON, Jr., Counsel. 
By Counsel. 
page 20 ~ ANSWER OF CONFER.ENCE BOARD OF 
FINANCE. 
Filed in Court under decree of July 15, 1925. 
Virginia Trust Company, Executor of the last will and testa-
ment of Loulie B·. Doggett, deceased, 
vs. 
Pattie G. Fitzgerald, et als. 
Answer of Conference Board of Finance. 
The Conference Board of Finance of the Virginia Confer-
ence of the Methodist Episcopal Church, South, one of the 
defndants in the above entitled suit, for answer to a Bill of 
Complaint exhibited against it and others by Virginia Trust 
Company, Executor of the last will and testament of Loulie 
B. Doggett, deceased, answering says: 
1. The facts alleged in the bill of complaint are admitted 
to be true. 
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2. The :atethodist Episcopal Church, South, is an organi-
-zation composed of a ''General Conference'' embracing the 
entire church and of various "Annual", or local conferences 
of which the Virginia Conference is one. These Conferences 
are subject to the laws of the Church, which laws constitute 
a body of regulations known as the "Discipline". 
In accordance with these laws, or this Dicipline, the preach-
ers of the Methodist Episcopal Church, South, are divisible 
into two classes, namely, itinerant and local preachers. A 
local preacher is one who devotes only a part of his time to 
his duties as such and who is not transferred from pulpit to 
pulpit. An itinerant minister is one who does 
page 21 ~ devote all his time to his duties as such and who 
is not "located"-i. e. does not occupy a given 
pulpit for an indeterminate period of time,'but is transferred 
at certain intervals from pulpit within the particular con-
ference of which he is a member. A superannuated minister 
is one who is worn out in the itinerant service. 
3. Since the year 1844, there has existed in each Annual 
.Conf~rence an organization devoted to the relief of needy su-
perannuate ministers within the Conference. From the year 
1844 until 1866, this organization consisted of a committee 
selected in accorda11ce with a regularly prescribed procedure. 
In 1866, this committee was abolished and its duties as-
sumed by a Conference board, called the Joint Board of Fi-
nance .. In 1918, the Joint Board of Finance 'vas replaced by 
the Conference Board of Finance, which new board succeeded 
to all the duties of the Joint Board of Finance. 
4. Funds for carrying out thee purposes of each Annual 
Conference are raised by assessment of the membership of 
th~ Conference. And such purpose is the relief of superan-
nuated ministers of the Conference. Funds for this purpose 
are raised by assessment for ''Conference claimants''. It is 
provided by the Discipline of 1922, section 697; that funds 
collected for Conference claimants can be appropriated only 
to superannl_\ated preachers and the widows and orphans of 
itinerant preachers, who, alone, could ever have become su-
perannuated ministers. It is further provided that location 
for any cause instantly cancels all claims on such 
page 22 ~ funds both for the preacher and h~s family. 
5. The Conference Board of Finance is charged with the· 
duty of estimating the probable needs of Conference claim-
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ants and recommending to the Conference the amount that 
should he assessed for these claimants. (Discipline Section 
355.) It is the further duty of the Conference Board of 
Finance to take charge of and distribute the moneys received 
on such assessment to the Conference claimants according to 
their several necessities. (Discipline, Section 356.) 
6. It thus appears, and this respondent alleges, that it the 
Conference Board of the Vir.ginia Conference is that organi-
zation of the Virginia Conference which alone is authorized 
to distribute all church funds collected for distribution to 
Qonference claimants, such distribution being confined by the 
law of the Church to superannuated ministers of the Vir-
ginia Conference and to the families of deceased itinerant 
preachers of the ·virginia Conference, who alone could ever 
have become superannuated ministers of the said Conference .. 
There is no other such organization. 
7. "\Vherefore this respondent alleges and charges that the. 
said Loulie B. Doggett, deceased, intended to designate this 
respondent by the language used in the third clause of her 
said will, to-wit: "That society or organization of the Vir-
ginia Conference Methodist Episcopal Church South, having 
as its principal object the relief of Superannuated Ministers 
of the Virginia Conference'', and this for the reason that this 
respondent and no other organization is authorized to dis-
burse church funds raised in the Virginia Confer-
page 23 ~ ence for the relief of superannuate ministers of 
the Conference. It is a ·principal or primary ob-
ject of this respondent to relieve superannuates and the lan-
guage used by the said testatrix precludes the idea that she 
intended an organization baving such relief as its sole ob-
ject. Moreover, the said testatrix intended, as shown by the 
language of her will, to designate an organization 0f the Vir-
ginia Conference equipped to determine who are the most 
needy of the superannuated ministers. It is a. regular duty 
of this respondent to estimate the comparative needs of su-
perannuates in the Virginia Conference (Discipline, sections 
355, 356, 357) and there is no other organization of the Con-
. ference charged with any such duty. 
8. As sho'vn by the Virginia Conference Annual of 1924, 
this respondent, in year 1923--1924 distributed to 38 superan-
nuates and their families the sum of $14,893.30, to 86 fami-
lies of deceased itinerant preachers, the sum of $15,009.60; 
and to 19 cases of special need (orphans of deceased itiner-
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ant preaches) $1,660.80. The average amount paid in cases 
of needy superannuates was $391.93, while the average 
amount in other cases of need was $17 4.53. 
9. There is an organization known as the General Board of 
~,inance which discharges for the church at large the pur-
poses fulfilled for each Annual Gonference by the Cnference 
Board of ~,inance. The General Board is in no sense an 
organization of the Virginia Conference. Nor is the Confer-
ence Board in any sense merely an adjunct or auxiliary of 
the General Board. The General Board apportions among 
the various Conferences funds raised by assessments upon 
the General Conference, or Chu~ch at Large. 
page 24 ~ The Conference Board disburses within the An-
nual Conference funds raised by assessments 
upon the members of such Conference. In the year 1923-1924, 
the General Board of Finance paid to members of the Vir-
ginia Conference the sum of $3,355.40, while this respond-
ent distributed within the said Conference in said year the 
sum of $31,563.70. A superannuate has no claim against 
the General Board, for the Discipline, Section 696, provides 
that the clain of a superannuate is on the Conference of which 
he is a member. 
10. ''The Society for the Relief of the Preachers of the 
Virginia. Conference, Methodist Episcopal Church, South, 
and their families, their widows and orphans is a corporation 
chartered by the Act of the General Assembly of Virginia, 
approved March 1'2, 1884. This corporation· has power to 
make such by-laws, and rules and regulations for its govern-
ment, and the management and disposition of its funds, as 
from time to time may be deemed proper. Its principal ob-
ject is the relief of preachers of the Virginia Conference and 
their families, widows and orphans. It is not principally or 
particularly a part of its function to relieve superannuated 
ministers. ·Its purpose is to go to the relief of any needy 
preacher of the Conference, whether effective, superannu-
ated. o~ supernumerary, together with members of their 
families, and widows and orphans of deceased members of 
the Conference. Neither effective nor supernumerary preach-
ers can be assisted out of funds disbursed by the Conference 
Board of Finance. 
· The said corporation is not a society ·or organi-
page 25 ~ zation of the Virginia Conference. It has a ~orpo­
rate existence independently of the Conference. 
Its board of directors is appointed by the Conference. But 
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the structure of the Conference, as a part of the Church Ma-
chinery, is complete ·without the corporation. Its directors, 
'vhen acting as suc4, do not act as authorities of the Metho-
dist Episcopal Church South. 
It is true that, upon request of the complainant herein, the 
Secretary and Treasurer of the Corporation forwarded to 
complainant copies of the charter and by-laws of the corpora-
tion and information regarding the activities of the corpora-
tion. Subsequently, to-wit, on the 17th day of October, 1924, 
tipon mature consideration, the directors of the corporation 
unanimously adopted a resolution declaring it to be the sense 
of that body that the Conference Board of Finance of the Vir-
ginia Conference is the proper organization of the Virginia 
Conference to recive all funds and estate devised and be-
. queathed under the third clause of the will of Loulie B .. Dog-
gett. 
11. This respondent alleges that it is that organization re-
ferred to bv the said testatrix in the said third clause of her 
will and tliat said testatrix intended, and by the said third 
clause of her will declared this respondent to be the sole 
legaiee of her residuary estate; that the bequest made under 
the said third clause of the will of said testatrix is valid and 
enforceable under the laws of this State, and that this re-
spondent is entitled to receive and use, and is legally capable 
of taking and using the same in accordance with 
page 26 ~ the wishes of the testatrix. 
Respondent further answering says that its 
present membership consists of B. 1\L Beckham, Lee Britt, 
,J. C. Robertson, R. L. Busby, H. M. Martin, G. T. Forrester, 
S. H. Short, W. A. S. Conrad, J. M. Crute, J. B. Winn, W. 
B. Dougherty, C. R. James, H .• J. Brown, T. L. White, J. 
N. Latham, W. H. Atwill, John Victor, J. R. Gresham, R. 
B. Proctor, J. Lee Davis, H. C. Gregory, J\.L W. Bruce, S. 
A. Donahoe, and S. W. Ames, each duly elected or appointed 
in accordance with the generalla,vs of the Methodist Episco-
pal Church, South, and that said John Victor is the duly 
elected Treasurer of this Respondent and authorized to re-
ceive and receipt for all funds payable to it. 
And now having fully answered, this respondent prays 
that this Honorable court will, by proper decree or order, 
adjudge and determine. that this respondent is the proper 
organization to receive all the estate devised or bequeathed 
under the third clause of said will of Loulie B. Doggett, de-
ceased, to that Society or Organization of the Virginia Con-
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ference, Methodist Episcopal Church, South, having as its 
principal object the relief of superannuated ministers of the 
Virginia conference, to be by this respondent held and used 
for the purpose in said will set forth, and will authorize and 
direct the complainant to transfer and pay over to this re-
spondent all estate of the said testatrix in its hands andre-
ferred to in the third clause of her will aforesaid. If, how-
ever, the Court should be of opinion that the provisions of the 
.aforesaid third clause of said will create a trust which, for 
.any reason, this respondent cannot or should not adminis-
ter, then respondent prays that the court will ap-
page 27 ~ point a competent trustee to administer said trust 
and will direct the complainant to transfer and 
pay over to such trustee all estate. of said testatrix in its hands 
:and referred to in the third clause of the aforesaid will, and 
this respondent here offers to incorpqrate and organize un-
der the laws of the State of Virginia, a corporation qualified 
and authorized to be appointed to act as such trustee. 
J. M. CRUTE, 
B. M. BECKHAM, 
LEE BRITT, 
J. C. R@BERTSON, 
R. L. BUSBY, 
H. l\L ~IAH.TIN, 
G. T. FORRESTER, 
S. H. SHORT, 
W. A. S. CONRAD, 
J. B. WINN, 
W. B. DAUGHERTY, 
C. R. JAMES, 
H. J. BROWN, 
T. L. WHITE, 
J. N. I.~ATHAM, 
W. H. ATWILL, 
JOHN VICTOR, 
,J. S. GRESHAM, 
R. B. PROCTOR, 
J. LEE DAVIS, 
H. C. GREGORY, 
M. W. BRUCE, 
S. A. DONAHUE, 
8. M. AMES, 
By LEAKE & BUFORD, Counsel. 
The Conference Board of Finance of the Virginia Confer-
ence of the Methodist Episcopal Church, South. 
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ANSWE·R OF "THE SOCIETY FOR RELIEF OF THE 
PREACHERS &C.''. 
Virginia Trust Company, Executor of the last will and Testa._ 
ment of Loulie- B. Doggett, deceased, Complainant, 
vs. 
·Pattie G. Fitzgerald et als.~ Defendants. 
Answer of ''The Society for the ·Relief of the Preachers of 
The Virginia Conference, Methodist Episcopal 
·page 28 ~ Church, South, and their Families, their widows 
and Orphans''. 
The .Society for the Relief of the Preachers of the Virginia. 
Conference, Methodist Episcopal Church, South, and Their 
Families, Their Widows and Orphans, one of the defendants 
in the above entitled suit, for answer to the Bill of Complaint 
exhibited against it by Virginia Trust Company, Executor of 
the last will and testament of ·Loulie B. Doggett, Deceased,. 
answering says: 
1. The facts alleged in. the Bill of Complaint are admitted 
to be true. 
2. This defendant was chartered by the General Assembly 
of Virginia in the year 1884. Its directors are elected by the 
Virginia Conference of the ~[ethodist Episcopal Church, 
South, and have power to make such regulation8 or by-laws 
for its activities as to them may seem advisable. Tliis de-
fendant is thus connected with said Conference. But it does 
not form a part of the organization of the said Conference 
as an integral part of the machinery of the Methodist Epis-
copal Church, South, which organization would be complete 
without it: Its directors, in discharging their duties as such, 
do not act in the capacity of authorities of the Methodist 
Episcopal Church, South. 
The purpose for which this defendant was incorporated 
was, as its activities are now directed to, the relief of all 
preachers in the said Virginia Conference, together with 
members of their families, and wido,vs and orphans of de-
ceased members of the Conference. Its activities 
page 29 }- are not now, and never have been, confined to any 
one class of preachers in the Conference, its pur-
pose being to relieve all needy cases, 'vhether effective, su-
pe-rannuated, or supernumerary preachers. This defend-
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ant has never been specially charged with care or relief of 
superannuated ministers of the said Virginia Conference. 
3. Upon request of complainant herein, the Secretary and 
Treasurer of this defendant, forwarded to complainant copies 
of its charter and by-l~ws and also such information regard-
ing the activities of this defendant as was thought pertinent. 
Subsequently, to-wit, on the 17th day of Oetober, 1924, the 
directors of this defendant unanimously adopted a resolution 
.declaring it to be the sense of that body that the ·Conference 
Board of Finance of the said Virginia Conference is the 
proper organization of the said Conference to receive all 
funds and estate devised and beq_ueathed under the will of 
Loulie B. Doggett, deceased, to "that society or organization 
of the Virginia. Conference 1\riethodist Episcopal Church, 
South, having as its principal object the relief of superan-
nuated ministers of the Virginia Conference" . 
. And now, having fully answered, this defendant prays to 
be hence dismissed. 
The 8ociety for the Relief of The Preachers 
of the Virginia. Conference Methodist Episco-
pal Church, South, and their families, 
their widows and Orphans, 
By J. T. \VHITLEY, .Secretary. 
Norfolk, Va., lVIay 26, 1925. 
page 30 ~ DEPOSITIONS FILED IN CLERK'S OFFICE 
JUNE 15, 1926. 
Virginia: 
In the Chancery C~urt of the City of Richmond. 
Virginia Trust Company, Executor of Loulie B. Doggett, 
dec'd, 
vs. 
Pattie G. Fitzgerald and others. 
Offices of .Messrs. Leake and Buford; 
State and City Bank Building, 
Richmond, Va., Oct. 22, 1925. 
~Che further taking of these depositions is this day resumed 
pursuant to adjournment. · 
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Present: Messrs. A. S. Buford and Thomas L. Preston, for 
Conference Board of Finance; Messrs. Wyndham R. Mere-
dith and Frank T. Sutton, for individual defendants; Mr. 
'J..1homas C. Gordon for plaintiff. 
page 31 ~ COLLINS DENNY, 
Having been first duly sworn deposes and says as 
follows: 
DIRECT EXAMINATION. 
By J\IIr. Preston: 
Q. Bishop Denny, are you connected with the Methodist 
Episcopal Church, South Y 
A. Yes. 
Q. In what capacityY 
A. I am a Bishop of the Church. 
Q. How long have you been a Bishop of the Church~ 
A. Since 1910. · 
Q. Will you briefly outline the structure of the Methodist 
Episcopal Church, South, so as to make clear what .is meant 
bv a General Conference and an Annual Conference~ 
·A. The organization of the Church is divided into a number 
of Conferences and a. number of officials. The General Con-
ference is the only law-making body of the Church. It meets 
once every four years unless specially called by the Bishop, 
and is composed of delegates, clerical and lay, from each of 
the Annual Conferences. 
Q. I would like for you to explain what is meant by an An-
nual Conference. 
A. An Annual Conference is composed of 
page 32 ~ preachers and laymen who work and reside within 
specified territory. 
Q. Is 'vhat is known as the Virginia Conference an An-
nual Conference Y 
A. Yes. 
Q. Have you ever acted as the Bishop in charge of the 
'l"irginia Conference Y 
A. Yes. 
Q. On one or more than one o.ccasion 7 
A. Once solely, and two other times practically in charge 
to help Bishops who were actually in charge but were at 
the time ill. 
Q. Bishop Denny, you stated in answer to one of the pre-
ceding questions that you had been in sole charge of the 
·virginia Conference once. Does that mean that you were 
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in charge of the Virginia Conference over a period of time, 
of what is the meaning of it' 
A. For one year. 
Q. Certain portions of the Discipline of 1922 have been in-
troduced in the record in t}1is case by Dr. Buckheim, and I 
understand that there is testimony that the volume contains 
the law and doctrine of your Church. 
A. That, as shown on its title page, is ''The Doctrines and 
Discipline of the Methodist Episcopal Church, :South'". By 
Discipline is meant the government of the Church, but it 
does not cover all the law of the Church, because 
page 33 ~ not all the legal enactments are printed in this 
book. 
Q. Is there within your· Church a person or any .body of 
persons authorized to interpret or construe that law or doc-
trine? 
A. The Bishop in charge of an Annual Conference con-
-strues the law in all cases that properly arise in its adminis-
tration in that Conference, and finally determines it so far as 
that case is concerned. All his decisions are in writing and 
are taken fro confirmation or reversal to the College of Bish-
ops, and then, when so passed upon by the College of Bishops, 
become the recognized law of the church. . 
Q. Are such decisions by the College of Bishops finally 
binding upon the entire membership of the Church~ 
A .. Yes, until a change is made in the law by the General 
Conference. 
Q. Will you please read into the record §192 of the Dis-
cipline? 
A. (R.eading) "Question. What is a superannuated 
preaherY 
§192 Ans. 1. A superannuated preacher is one who is worn 
-out in the itinerant service.'' 
Q. Is there any organization in the Virginia Conference of 
the Methodist Episcopal Church, South which is primarily 
or particularly devoted to the pecuniary relief of superan-
nuated preachers of the Virginia. Qonference ~ 
A. ·Yes, what is knoW'll as the Conference Board 
page 34 } of Finance. 
Q. Will you briefly state thes history of that 
Board? 
A. Up to 1844 there was a committee in each Annual Con-
ference to receive and distribute, according to the necessities 
of the claimants, the funds collected for the superannuated 
preachers, their wives, 'vidows and orphans. In 1866 the 
General Conference made that a permanent Board of each 
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.Annual Conference, designated as the Joint Board of Finance .. 
In 1918 the General Conference changed the. name of that 
·Board to the Conference Board of Finance .. 
Q. Will you read into the record §696 and 697 of the Dis-
ciplinef · 
A. 696 is the decision of the CO'llege of Bishops made in 
1892, which is still the law o~· the Church, and that para-
graph is, ''The claim of the superannuate is on the Confer-
ence of which he is a member, and says: 
''Only to superannuated preachers and the widows and or-
phans of itinerant preachers can funds collected for Con-
ference claimants be appropirateq. Location for any cause 
instantly cancels all claims on that fund both for the preacher 
and for his family; but the Conference can levy an assessment 
and make an appropriation for a1iy charitable object,. though 
not so as to divert the collections. taken for Conference claim-
ants."' · 
Q. Will you explain what is meant by the statement in 
§697: 
page 35 } "Location for any cause instantly cancels all 
claims on that fund' '' . 
A. When, because of inefficiency as a traveling preacher, 
or unacceptability as a traveiil}g preacher, the Conference 
is convinced that the man is no longer serviceable for ap-
pointment as a pastor, that man can be located,· and while 
that action does not interfere with his right to preach the 
gospel, it takes him out of the itinerant rank, and hence out 
of the requirement to give him a pastorate. 
Q. Has the wife or the child of a living, superannuated 
pl'eacher any claim on. the funds disbursed by the Conference 
Board of Finance, as distinguished from that of the super-
annuate himself t 
A. No. 
Qr In the case of an appropriation made for the benefit of 
a superannuated preacher who has a wife and children, to 
'vhom is that appropweiation paid? 
A. To the superannuated preaeher, on the basis of the judg-
ment of the Board of Finance· touching the needs of that 
preacher as the head of his family. 
Q. How are the funds disbursed by the- Conference Board 
of Finance raised Y 
A. The law of the Church reacls as found in paragraph 
355 of the Discipline : 
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page 36 ~ ''Each ..... t\.nuual Conference shall organize a Con-
ference Board of Finance, composed of one lay 
member from each District, and an equal number of clerical 
members, 'vhich shall be auxiliary to the Board of Finance 
and shall have charge of all the interests and work of provid-
ing for the Conference claimants, except as provided for 
by the General Board. The Conference Board of Finance 
shall annually estimate the amount that will propably be 
necessary to provide a reasonable support for the _ensuing 
year for the superannuated preachers, and the widows and 
orphaned children of deceased members of the· Conference, 
and recommend this amount for assessment upon the. Con-
ference, as other funds are assessed upon the Annual ·Con-
ference.'' 
Q. In §356 of the Discipline, which has already been read 
into the record, there is the statement: 
''It shall be the dutv of the Conference Board of Finance 
to distribute the I;D.oneys received on assessment and other-
wise to the superannuated preachers,'' and so forth. 
What other sources of revenue has the Conference Board 
of Finance than assessment upon the membership of the Con-
ference? 
A. The law of the Church in paragraph 42 (6.) states that 
not even shall the General Conference ''appropriate the pro-
duce of the -Publishing House to any purpose other than for 
the benefit of the traveling, supernumerary, superannuated, 
and worn-out preachers, their wives, widows, and 
page 37 ~ children.'' 
Q. Are there any other sources of revenue to the Confer-
ence Board of Finance, in addition to assessment upon the 
membership of the Conference and the revenue coming from 
the Publishing House? 
A. There is in the Church a General Board of Finance 
whieh holds for the benefit of the superannuated preachers 
on the terms of their years of service, a fund tha. t has been 
accumulated from year to year for a number of years, cer-
tainly since 1902, possibly since 1890. I should have to look 
it up to determine how far that went. It ought to be stated, 
in order to make part of this answer clear, that the Publish-
ing House of the Church appropriates its funds only to su-
perannuate~ preachers and the widows and the orphans ,ol 
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deceased, superannuated preachers. While it can do it un-
der the law to traveling, supernumerary preachers, it has 
never done it. 
Q. Bishop Denny, will you tell us whether, or not, there is 
any other organization than the Conference Board of Finance 
of the Virginia Conference, which organization disburses 
Church funds to superannuates in proportion to their re-
spective . needs? 
A. None .that I have ever heard of. But the Virginia Con-
ference, not as a Church organization but as a voluntary or-
ganization, has a Preachers' Relief Society, but 
page 38 ~ that is not a part of the machinery of the Virginia 
Annual Conference. 
Q. Do you know wllether that Preachers' Relief Society 
is primarily or particularly devoted to the relief of super-
annuated preachers¥ 
R. From my knowledge as President of the Virginia Con-
ference, based on my recollection of the terms of the charter 
of that Preachers' Relief Society and the by-la,vs,. it is not 
exclusively devoted to the relief of superannuated preachers. 
Mr. }.ieredith: Counsel for the individual defendants ob-
ject to the foregoing questions and answers regarding the 
Preachers' Relief Society, because, as stated;that is an in-
rorporated institution and therefore speaks by its charter 
and by-laws; and I suggest that, as I have in my hand a copy 
of the charter and by-laws of the Preachers' Relief Society, 
it be filed as a part of the evidence and as the only proper 
leg-al evidence in answer to those questions. 
Mr. Buford: Counsel agree to the admission of this pamph-
let as a copy of the charter and by-laws of the Preachers' 
Relief Society, subject to the correction of any errors that 
may appear therein discovered by counsel on either 
page 39 ~ side on comparison with the original. 
Note: Said pamphlet is here filed as exhibit C. D. #1: 
Bv Mr. Preston: 
·Q. Will you please read into the record at this point the 
third paragraph on the first page of the pamphlet just in-
troduced? 
A. This paragraph~ if it be accurate, sta.tes: t 
"The appropriations are made by the Directors during the 
session of the Annual Conference, after careful inquiry into 
the cases of those kno,vn to be in need of help;. and all 
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preachers in the Conference, whether effective, superannu-
ated, or supernumerary, together with members of their fami-
lies, and widows and orphans of deceased members :of the, 
Conference, are eligible to receive aid.'' 
Q. Do you know 'vhether, or not, any funds for disburse-
ment by the Preachers' Relief Society are raised by assess-
ment upon the Church membership 1 
A. I never heard of an assessment of the Church member-
ship for that Society. 
Q. Is there any mention made of that Society in 
page 40 } the Discipline of your Church 7 
A. There is not. 
Q. Do any of the funds disbursed by the Preachers' Relief 
Society pass through the hands of any of the agencies of the 
Church? 
A. No. 
Q. Will you state whether, or not, the Preachers' Relief 
Society is an organization of the Methodist Episcopal Church, 
SouthV 
A. Not an official organization. 
Q. Will you define for us ·a supernumerary preacher? 
A. Paragraph 189 of the. Discipline states that "A super-
numery preacher is one who is so disabled by affliction as to 
be unable to preach constantly, who is willing to do any 
'vork in the ministry which the Bishop may direct and he may 
be able to perform''. 
Q. Can a. preacher be at the same time a supernumerary 
-preacher and a superannuated preacher? 
A. No. 
Q. Were you acquainted with the late Miss Loulie B. Dog-
gettY . 
A. I do not recall that I ever met her, though I have known 
of her. 
Q. Do you know who her father was? 
A. By common repute she was the daughter of 
page 41 ~ Bishop DavidS. Doggett .. 
Q. Was he a Bishop in the Methodist Episcopal 
Church, South Y 
A. He was elected a Bishop in 1866: and remained a Bishop 
until his death. I do not recall the date of his death but I 
think it was in 1877 or 1878, somewhere along there. 
Q. Will you state, from your knowledge of the duties of a 
Bishop in your Church, something of the nature of the activi-
ties of Bishop Doggett while he occupied that position? 
A. He had the same functions as a Bishop tha.t each Bishop 
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in now charged with, and those functions are set forth im 
the Disaipline for the most part on pages 68 to 73 inclusive-.. 
Q. Will you read into the record pages 68 to 73, inclusive-,. 
of the Discipline, stopping at the end of paragraph 134 on· 
page 173? 
.A. (Reading J 
''Of the Election and Consecration of Bishops and of their 
Duty. 
Question 1. How is a Bishop to he constituted T 
§122. Ans. By the election of the General Conference, and 
the laying on of the hands of three· Bishops, or at least of one 
Bishop and two elders. 
Ques. 2. If by death, expulsion, or otherwis·e, there be no 
Bishop remaining in our Church, what shall w.e do? 
§123. Ans. The General Conference shall elect 
page 42 ~ a Bishop; and the elders, or any three of them, who 
shall be appointed by the General Conference for 
that purpose, shall ordain him according to our form of ordi-
nation. · 
Ques. 3. What are the duties· of a Bishp ~ 
§124. Ans. 1. To preside in the General, Annual, and Dis-
trict Conferences. 
§125 Ans. 2. To fix the appointments o"f the preachers in 
· the Annual Conferences ('§§636, 676): provided, that, before 
the· official dec.laration of the assignment of the preachers to 
their charges, he shall announce openly to the cabinet his 
appointments, except those made· during the interim of the 
sessions of an Annual Conference; and provided, further, 
that he shall not allow any preacher to·remain in the same cir-
cuit or station more than four years successively (but an un-
expired term of less thau six months shall not be counted), 
except the connectional officers, the supernumerary and su-
perannuated preachers, missionaries among the Indians, and 
on foreign stations, or in the employ of the Annual Confer-
ence Board of Missions, chaplains to the state prisons and 
tt;tilitary posts, preachers that may be appointed to labor 
for the spech;tl benefit of seamen, for the Sunday League of 
America, for any institution having the care of 
page 43 ~ orphan and homeless children, and the presidents, 
principals, or teacher~ of seminaries under our su-. 
perintendence ( §636} ; ·and, when requested by an Annual 
Conference, to appoint a preacher to any seminary of learn-
ipg not under our care; also a Sunday School Field Sec-
. retary to travel within the bounds of the Conference for the 
• 
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purpose of establishing and aiding Sunday schools; an agent 
or agents for the benefit of our literary and benevolent in-
stitutions; a general colportage agent or general colporteur, 
and the editors of Annual Conference or'gans. When re-
quested by an Annual Conference, a Bishop may appoint a 
preacher on trial, or a member of an Annual Conference, to 
engage in temperance work, or as Secretary of the Young 
Men's Christian .Association, and provided that any membP"f 
of an Annual Conference or a preacher or probation 'vho 
serves in the Army or Navy of the United States may be ap-
pointed by the Bishop as war worker, so that he may retain 
his Conference relation; or as a student in any of our institu-
. tions of learning, or in any university for strictly university 
work ( §650); provided, however, that the time thus 
spent in school shall not count on. the time required for trial 
in the Annual Conference: provided, further, that when a 
majority of the Presiding Elders shall concur by 
page 44 ~ ballot, t.he Bishop may appoint a preacher to a 
pastoral charge for more than four consecutive 
years. ( §672.) 
§1~6. Ans. 3. To choose the Presiding Elders, fix their 
stations, and change them when necessary; provided, that he 
shall not allow any elder to preside in the same district more 
than four successive years: and provided, further, that an 
unexpired term of less than six months shall not be counted. 
§127. Ans. 4. To change, receive, and suspend preachers 
in the intervals of the Conferences, as necessity may require, 
and as the Discipline directs. 
§128. Ans. 5. To ordain Bishops, elders, and deacons ; 
and to see that the names of the persons ordained by him be 
entered on the journals of the Conference. 
§129. Ans. 6. To decide all questions of law co:rqing befo1~e 
him in the regular business of an Annual or District Confer-
ence ( §§641, 673-675, 752, 753) : provided, that such ques-
tions be presented in writing, and, with his decisions, be re-
corded on the journals of the Conference. When the Bishop 
shall have decided a question of law, the Conference shall 
have the right to determine how far the law thus decided or 
interpreted is applicable to the case then pending. An An-
nual or District Conference shall have the right to appeal 
from such decision to the College of Bishops, 
page 45 ~ whose decision in the case shall be final. No Epis-
copal decision shall be authoriative, except in the 
ease pending, until it shall have been passed upon by the Ool-
lege of Bishops. The College of Bishops shall hold semian-
nual meetings of not less than three days' time and as mucu 
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longer as the work may require; to survey a~d consider all 
the work of the Church at large; to plan and suggest new and 
needed enterprises in any part ot the field; to provide, as far 
as possible, a uniform policy of administration, so as to se-
cure true Church leadership. At the close of each meeting 
they shall ·publish the results of their deliberation, as far as 
they deem necessary for the interests of the Church, in the 
official organ of the Church and in the various organs of the 
Annual Conference. Each Bishop· at these meetings shall re-
port in writing all his decisions of law, with a syllabus of 
each case, made during the year. The College of Bishops 
shall review these decisions, record its conclusions in a per-
manent form, and publish semiannually in the Christian Ad- · 
vocate, and in such other form as the College shall agree to 
adopt, its conclusions in each case, together with the syllabus; 
and thes~ conclusions, when published, shall be authoritative 
constructions of law. 
§130. Ans. 7. When presiding in Annual Con-
page 46 ~ ference, to hear and decide appeals (§§641, 673- . 
775, 752, 753) from the decision of the President of 
a Quarterly of District Conference on questions of law; and 
the questions contained in the appeal, together with the 
Bishop's decision, shall be recorded on the journal of the Con-
. ference. 
~131. Ans. 8. To see that the Districts he formed accord-
in~ to his judgment; provided, that no District shall con-
tain more than forty appointments. 
~132 . .1\ns. 9. When he judges it necessary, to divide a cir-
cuit, station, or mission into two or more, or unite two or more 
circuits or stations and appoint one pastor for the united con-
gregation. ( §677.) . · 
~133. Ans. 10. To travel during the year, as far as practi-
cable, . through the Presiding Elders' District which may be 
included in his Episcopal District, in order to ·preach and to 
oversee the spiritual a.nd temporal affairs of the Church. 
Ques. 4. Shall a Bishop have· power to employ as a supply 
a preacher who has been rejected, discontinued, or located, 
at the previous session of any Annual Conference? 
§134. Ans. He shall not employ any preacher who has 
been rejected as an applicant, or who has been discontinued 
or located, except at his own request, unless the 
page 47} Conference, at the time of such rejection, discon-
tinuance, or location, shall give such liberty. 
Q. Was Bishop Doggett ever in charge of the Virginia Con-
ference of the Methodist Episcopal Church, South Y 
• 
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.A. Yes. He was a member of the Virginia Oonf erence when 
he was elected to the office of Bishop, and had been for years 
prior to his election. · 
Q. Was Bishop Doggett an active and interested member 
'Of the Church, taking a prominent part in the activities of the 
Church in the Conference of which he was a member~ 
A. He was one of the. ablest and most active of the Bishops 
'Of the Church during the time of his episcopacy. If you 
want that expanded, I might say, as he was the ablest and 
most active members of his Conference for many years prior 
to his election to the episcopacy. 
Q. It was suggested in the course of the examination of 
l-Ir. Buckheim as· a witness in this case, that the Conference 
J3oard of Finance was elected annually. Will you state 
·whether, or not, that is a fact~ 
A. The law of the church is found in paragraph 645 of the 
Discipline, which paragraph is an episcopal decision deliv-
ered in 1893, ·which says that the Conference Board of F~­
nance is a quadrennial Board that is appointed by the An-
nual Conference a.t its first session following the 
page 48 ~ adjournment of the General Conference. This fact 
is shown by a reference in paragraph 645 to para-
graph 355, which last paragraph states that each General 
Conference shall organize a Conference Board of Finance; 
and the reference in 645 to 355 shows that each Conference 
organizes its Conference Board of Finance as a quadren-
nial Board. 
Q. \Viii you explain the significance of the word ''Annual'' 
·as it is used in the term "Annual Conference" in a para-. 
graph 355 of the Discipline T 
A. As stated before, an Annual Conference consists of the 
pr~achers and alymen of the church living and working 
'\vithin a designated territory, and that body meets annu-
ally, and hence it is called an Annual Conference. 
Q. The term "Annual Conference; then, .as I understand, 
bas. a territorila significance·~ 
A. Yes, and that is set forth in the Discipline in chapter 
29, page 419, giving the bou~daries of the several ·Annual 
Conferences. 
Q. Will you read into the record the title to chapter 29 of 
the Discipline on page 419, and section 864 of the Discipline, 
])art of chapter 29, on page 429 of the Discipline.7 
A. (Reading.) 
88 
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''Chapter XXIXr 
BOUNDARIES. 
Section 1 
Of the Annual Conferences. 
"§864(41) Virginia Conference shall be bounded on the 
east by the Atlantic Ocean, emhracing the eastern shore of 
Virginia, and all Delaware and Maryland not included in the 
Baltimore Conference; on the north by the Potomac River, 
from its mouth to the line of Stafford and King George Coun-
ties; from that point by that line to the Rappahannock, and 
tlp the Rappahannock, (excluding Fredickshurg Station) to 
the Blue Ridge; on the 'vest by the )3lue Fidge to North 
Carolina; on the south by North Carolina to the Atlantic 
Ocean, excluding Union Church in Mecklenburg County, Vir-
_ginia, and Patriek and Carroll Counties, Virginia, south of 
the crest of the Blue Ridge west of Dan River, and including 
Ne'v Hope Church in Hertford County, North ·carolina, also 
1\::nott 's Island and Currituck Inlet Churches, in Currituck 
County, North Carolina." 
Q. Does section 864 correctly define the boundaries of the 
Virginia Conference as they exist at present Y 
A. It does. 
Q. Will you read into the record section 352 of the Dis-
. cipline, found on page 157 f 
A. (Reading) 
page 50 ~ '' §352. Funds available for appropriation annu-
ally by this Board shall be distributed to the claim-
ants of the 1viehodist Episcopal Church, South, as follows: 
"(1) To the superannuated preachers, on the basis of 
years .of service. 
"(2) To the _widows of deceased preachers, on the basis 
of the number of years that they have been the wives of 
effective traveling preachers; and the amount shall be two-
thirds of that paid to the superannuated preac.hers for a 
like number of effective years of service.'' 
Q. That division (1) of section 352 of the Discipline reads: 
''To the superannuated preachers, on the basis of years of 
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service.'' Will you state whether that language of the Dis-
cipline is properly taken to mean that the General Board of 
Finance is confined, in estimating what the amount of the ap-
propriation to a given superannuated preacher shall be, to 
the basis of the years of his service? 
A. Exclusively based, and it is so set forth. 
Q. Then, as I understand, the General Board of Finance 
cannot, under the law of the Church, vary its appropriation 
to a superannuated preacher according to his needs Y 
A. It cannot. 
Q. vVill you read into the record section 357 of the Dis-
cipline, found on page 159? 
A. (Reading) "The members of the Conference 
page 51 ~ Board of Finance shall collect such authentic in-
formation in regard to the financial circumstanc.es 
of the claimants on the Board as will facilitate the business 
of the Board at its annual meeting." 
Q. Will you state whether there is any other organization 
of the Virginia Conferenc.e then the Conference Board of 
Finance which is charged with the duties of collecting in-
formation relative to, and estimating the relative needs of, 
claimants upon the funds of the Conference Board of Fi-
nancef 
A. There is not .. 
Q. Is there any other organization of the Virginia Confer-
ence which is charged with the duty of collecting information 
in regard to the relative financial needs of superannuated 
preachers and others, reporting its findings as a basis for 
disbursements of Church f.u!lds, for the relief of superannu-
ated preachers ? 
A. There is not. The Conference Board of Finance is 
charged with the duty of 'gathering that information, and it 
makes its recommendation as a Board of the Conference to 
the Annual Conference; and the Annual Conference accepts, 
amends, or rejects the recommendations of the Conference 
Board of Finance. 
Q. Bishop Denny, will you tell us whether, or 
page 52 ~ not, the Virginia Conference has any authority 
or power to accept, or reject, or modify, the report 
made by the Preachers' Relief Society, or to direct, or in any 
way control, the distribution of its funds? 
A. So far as I know, the reports of the Preachers' Relief 
SDciety are made to the Annual Conference, not for action but 
for information.· So far as I know, the Conference has neither 
the power to direct nor to control the action of the Preach-
ers' Relief Society. 
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Q. Will you read into the record section 359 of the Discip-
line, beginning on page 159 Y 
A. (Reading) 
''The Conference Board shall make an annual report to the 
Annual Conference, giving the names, addresses, and years 
of active service of the superannuated preachers and widows 
of preachers of the Conference, showing separately the 
amount paid to each of these claimants for the year by the 
Conference Board and by the General Board, and stating the 
names of any of these claimants ·who have died during the 
year; the names of orphaned children of deceased members of 
the Conference, with the amount paid to each for the year 
by the Conference Board, shall also be given; and the re-
port shall be published in the Annual Conference 
page 53 ~ Minutes. ( §692.) '' 
Q·. Will you also read info the record the cross-reference 
found in paragraph 692 Y 
A. Paragraph 692 in an episcopal decision rendered in 
1893, and refers exclusively to the Conference Board of Fi-
nance, since the General Board of Finance was not then in 
existence as an agencv of the Church. (Reads) 
. ~ 
'' §692. Powers of the Board of Finance,-The Board of 
Finance may reserve as much of the funds in its hands as 
may be necessary to pay during the year the funeral expen-
ses of deceased claimants, and to relieve claimants who, by 
reason of sickness or other causes, may be brought into un-
foreseen need or distress, the Conference having the right to 
approve, recornmitt, or amend its report.'' 
Q. Will you explain what yo11 mean when you speak of an 
episcopal decision f 
A. An episcopal decision is the legal decision rendered by 
the Bishop in charge of a Conference in a case that arises in 
the absence of the Conference, and is binding so far as that 
particular Conference is concerned. Each decision rendered 
by a Bishop in charge of a Conferenc is taken before the Col-
lege of Bishops, and the College passes on that, not to change 
that decision so far as in the case in which it arose, 
page 54 ~ but to state the law of the Church as a whole. 
Q. Will you state whether, 'vhen you referred to 
the episcopal decision.s printed in the Disoipline and which 
you have read into the record today, you had reference to 
the decisions of a single Bishop or to the decisions of the 
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College of Bishops when the matter comes before the Col-
legeY · 
A. Except .as binding on the Conference in which the ques-
tion arose, only when the College of Bishops as a whole acts 
does that decision become for the future authoritative. · 
.Q. Are the episcopal decisions 'vhich you have today read 
"from the Discipline at present the authoritative law of the 
Church generally? 
A. Yes. 
CROSS EXAl\1INATION,. 
By Mr. Meredith: . 
Q. In other words, these reported decisions are decisions 
of the College of Bishops? 
A. Yes, and only those, becaus-e we do not publish decisions 
'in the Discipline until they are passed on by the Coll~ge .of 
Bishops; they are published in the Conference Journal. 
Q. Bishop Denny, taking up the question of the Conference 
Board of Finance, that language, "Each Annual Conference 
shall organize a. Conference Board of Finance", 
page 55 ~ to the ordinary laymen would mean that each Con-
ference which is held annually shall organize at 
that Conference a Conference Board of Finance, wouldn't it Y 
A. He might draw that implication unless he knew that the 
Colle~e of Bishops had determined as authoritative that the 
Conference Board of Finance was a quadrennial Board. 
Q. Turning to the construction to which you referred in 
section 645, whicl1 says that nominations shall be made by 
the Committee of Nominations composed of one member 
from each district nomina ted annually by the Presiding Elder 
of that district, the Bishop presiding decided that the reso-
lution could not apply to the Committee on Examinations or 
·any of the quadrennial Boards. Tliere is nothing in section 
"365 which says that the Conference Board of Finance is a 
quadrennial Board, either expressly or impliedly. There-
fore, why do you say that Board is elected quadrennially? 
A. Because the College. of Bishops have decided that the 
Boards referred to by numbers at the close of paragraph 
645 are qaudrennial Boards. 
Q. Is that construction is accordance with other provisions 
of your Constitution or Discipline? For instance, turn to 
section 339 and 341, ''Conference Commission on Budget·''; 
that expressly provides, you will notice in section 3'39, that 
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that Board shall be elected at the first session fol-
page 56 ~ lowing the General Conference and serve for the 
quadrennium. ·Therefore,. it is especially there 
made n. quadrennial Board, is it not? 
A. It is. 
Q. Then turn to section 344, on the General Board of Fi-
nance, and you find in section 344 that the General Board 
of Finance is also especially elected quadrennially by the 
General Conference, is that correct 7 
A. It is. 
Q. Then I again ask, does not the construction or episcopal 
decision contained in section 645 apply only to those Boards 
that are expressly made quadrennial, and not a Board such 
as a Conference Board of Finance which the Discipline says 
shall be organized at each Annual Conference' 
A. Section 645 was an episcopal decision rendered in 1893 
or 1892. The paragraphs to 'vhich you have refeiTed, that 
is, 339 and 344, 'vere enacted by the General Conference 
after this episcopal decision, and did not revoke the episcopal 
decision but simply read that decision into the subsequently 
enacted paragraphs. 
Q. Now when the Conference Board of Finance is elected 
for four years, are all elected a.t one time to serve for the 
full term of four years, or are they divided into classes and 
any proportion of them elected each year or every two years 1 
. A. They are elected to serve four years, but va-
page 57 ~ cancies occasioned by death, or resignation, or the 
removal of members may make it necessary to 
change the personnel to that extent. 
Q. Otherwise, though, the whole Board is elected at one 
time to serve for four years f 
A. Yes. 
Q. Now, then, the Conference Board of Finance is made by 
section 255 an auxiliary of the General Board of Finance, is 
it not~ ·. 
A. It is. All Annual Conference Boards are auxiliary to 
the General Boards of the Church. 
Q. And by section 360 the Conference Board is required 
to make an annual report to the General Board, is it not f 
A. It is. 
Q. Now the duties and authorty of the Conference Board 
of Finance are set out in sections 355 and 356, are they not T 
A. They are set out in section 2, page 158, and include sec-
tions 355 to 360. inclusive. 
Q. Section 355, for instance, provides that the Conference 
Board of Finance shall annually estimate the amount that will 
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probably be necessary to provide reasonable support for 
the ensuing year for superannuated preachers. So they 
make an annual estimate of how much they will need for this 
work for the ensuing year, and that amount of 
page 58 ~ assessment is made upon the various churches of 
the Conference for their proportional amount 1 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. And that annual amount thus raised is, by section 356, 
distributed under authority of the Conference Board of Fi-
nance for the year, is it' 
A. It is. 
Q. So each year for this particular purpose you estimate 
a certain amount, and when it is accepted by the Conference, 
or changed, as the case may be, that is the estimated amount 
which the churches have to raise for that year, and that 
amount you spend during the year for the purpose of taking 
care of those people 1 
A. Yes. 
Q. N o'v that amount is to be expended for superannuated 
preachers and the widows and orphaned children of deceased 
members of the Conference. Is it not the proper construc-
tion of that language, first, that you are to take care of the 
superannuated preaehers, and then the widows and orphaned 
. chidren of the deceased members, whether they are superan-
nuated or whether they are active menisters in the church 1 
A. Very often an ac.tive minister dies in the midst of the 
year; that would make his widow and minor children claim-
ants on the fund raised by the Church. 
Q. So the money expended is not confined en-
page 59 ~ tirely to superannuated preachers, . but, if you 
· . should be so unfortunate, as frequently happens, . 
as to lose a man in active service who is poor and who leaves 
a widow and children, they would be taken care of, would 
they not, by this fund ? 
A. They would have a legal claim on the fund raised by 
the Church. 
Q. And this is the sole fund they have to distribute, you 
say, except the Publishing House fund and what you get from 
the General Conference 1 
A. 'Fhat is correct. 
Q .. Now turn to the Conference Annual of 1923, at page 
139. I see there a heading in heavy type, "First Aid to Su-
perannuates''; am I right 1 
A. Yes, si:r. 
0. What does that mean? 
A. That means that the men whose names are given under 
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the heading ''Disbursements'' on page 139 were that year 
placed on the list of superannuated preachers. 
Q. That is the first assistance or aid given them, is it~ 
A. Yes, that is the first aid given them. 
Q. That first aid, then, means the first assistance that wa~ 
given to those particular gentlemen, does it Y 
A. I so understand the statement, and that understanding 
is based on the statement on page 66, in answer to 
page 60 ~ question 23, which is the answer to the regular 
Annual Conference question, "Who are superan-
nuated", and I find those names among the superannuates. 
Q . .So, in brief, it is the new men who had become super-
annuated between the two annual meetings of the Conference, 
is it? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Now this estimate of what is needed, you say, is made 
up by the Conference Board of Finance, and then submitted 
to the Conference and altered or amended, or added to 
by the Conference~· 
A. That is correct. 
Q. Such an dnstance as that happened only yesterday· 
yon say, in your Conference~ 
A. Yes. 
Q. But the Conference Board of Finance reports directly. 
to the Annual Conference, does it7 
A. That is correct. 
Q. What, then, is. the object or purpose of the Conference 
Committee on Budget which yon 'vill find in section 399 of 
which the Reverend Mr. Bnckheim said yesterday, as I re-
call, this: that after the Conference Board had made up its 
. estimate, it submitted its estimate to the Budget Qommittee 
and the Budget Committee either allo,ved every-
page 61 ~ thing that was asked for, or increased it, or de-
creased it; is that correct.? 
A. Since 1914 the church has had the budget system, which 
budg-et system is suppose to include all the funds to be raised 
by the church, and .the budget commission distributes those 
funds by a certain percentage to each agency of the church. 
Q. Then Mr. Buckheim was right in saying that before the 
assessment of the Conference Board of Finance was reported 
to the .Conference itself, it was first submitted to the Budget 
Committeef 
A. He was.correct in that, and then the report of the Budget 
Committee is submitted to the Conference for its action. 
Q. And that Budget Committee lays out a percentage of 
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the total amount to be paid to each separate good work t:Pat 
the Conference is engaged in, does it notY 
A. Yes. 
Q. And that is shown, is it not, on page 133 of the Virginia 
Conference Annual of 1923, where the percentages are set 
forth, including superannuate fund 9.64%? .. 
A. The reference on page 133 of the Virginia Conference 
Annual for 1923 is to the report of the Treasurer setting forth 
how the funds coming into the hands of the Conference had 
been distributed in percentages of the total amount collected, 
and also the actual amoun,t given under those per-
page 62 ~ cent&ges. 
· Q. Now turning to the corporation under the 
· short title of the Preachers' Relief Society, is not that Preach-
ers' Relief Society controlled by the Church. by means of the 
Conference electing· all of its directors? · · 
A. Partly so, but not exclusively so ; and that answer is 
m~de on the basis of the fact that Randolph~Macon College 
also submits its nominations for its Trustees to the Annual 
Conference, and yet the Conference does not, except through 
that action, have any control of Randolph-1\{acon College. 
What I am getting at is this: there are quite a number of 
·agencies of the Church that are legally not controlled by the 
Church but are tied to the church by the nominating of their 
Directors or Trustees by the Conference. 
Q. That is the reasori there is included in the charter, 
paragraph 8, of the Preachers' R.elief Society, the following: 
"The said directors shall annually be chosen by the Virginia 
Conference of the 1\{etbodist Episcopal Church, South, and a 
certificate of appointment shall be furnished them, and shalL 
be entered on the records of said corporation". That is 
correct, is it not? f· 
A. I take it that is correct, because it is the only tie I know 
by which the Conference can control that Preachers' Relief 
Society. 
· Q. That is one tie by which they do control it, 
page 63 ~ I would say. Isn't there a further tie in para-
. graph 9 of the Preachers' R.elief Society's charter, 
namely : ''The said corporation sha.ll keep a record of their 
proceedings, and all moneys received and how disposed of, 
which shall at all times be subject to the inspection of the 
said Conference~" 
A. Yes, because that is for information. 
Q. For instance, if a testator or donor left a considera-
ble amount of money, several thousand dollars, to the Preach-
ers' Relief Society, the income from which was to he ex-
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pended in taking care of superannuated preachers and the 
widows and children of deceased prei:wp.ers, you would like 
to inspect the books and the reports submitted by the Preach-
ers' Relief Society to see whether they carried out that be-
quest? 
A. Any person in interest would have the right to inspect 
the· records, I take it, under the terms of the char~er. 
Q. Under the terms of the charter it is confined to the right 
of inspection by the Conference, isn't it Y 
A. Yes, but the Conference generally acts through its com- · 
mittees. 
Q. You appoint a committee, of course; the whole Confer-
ence wouldn't go there to do itY 
A. No. 
Q. That is another tie. Then, again, they make 
page 64 ~ a report to the Annual Conference, which in the 
issue of 1923 will be found on page 125, will it n.ot! 
A. Yes, they make a report for the purpose of giving infor-
mation to the Conference, but the Conference has not au-
thority so far as I understand, to amend or reject the action 
of the Board of Direc>tors. 
Q. Then, Bishop, with those three ties to 'vhich I have 
called your attention connecting the work of the Preachers' 
Relief Society with the Annual Conference, why do you say 
that the. Preachers' Relief Society is not the Society meant 
under Miss Doggett's will~ 
A. I have not read Miss Doggett's will and hence I cannot 
answer that question with any authority. But I Imow that 
the Preachers' Relief Society is not confined in the help it 
• renders to superannuates, their widows and orphans, but they 
also extend relief to effective preachers as well as to super-
. numeraries. · 
1\tir. Meredith: The answer which is in the record of the 
Preachers' Relief Society claims that they are not the Society 
mentioned in Miss Doggett's will and sets out· the fact that 
they have passed a resolution to that effect, stating that the 
. Conference Board of Finance is the body ·which 
page 65 ~ should receive this bequest or devise. I now call 
for a copy of that resolution. 
Note: The copy of said resolution is here produced and 
reads as follows: 
.. This is to certify that the following resolution was adopted 
October 17, 1924, at a meeting in Norfolk, Va., by The Society 
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for the Relief of the Preachers of the Vitginia Cqnference, 
Methodist Episcopal Church, South, and their Families, their 
"\Vidows. and Orphans: · 
"Resolved, Tha.t it is the sense of this body in meeting as-
sembled, that the Conference Board of Finance of the Vir-
ginia Annual Conference is the proper organization of the 
Virginia Annual Conference to receive all funds and estate 
devised and bequeathed under the will of Loulie B. Doggett, 
in the third c.lause of said ·will, and to distribute the interests 
growing out of the corpus of said estate for the relief of su-
perannuated ministers of the Virginia Conference. Further, 
we hereby express the wish that the said Conference Board 
of Finance shall take all proper steps to recover the said 
eRtate for the benefit of the superannuated ministers of the 
Virginia Conference.''· 
(Signed) E. G. ~fOSELEY President. 
J. T. \VHITLEY Secretary 
page 66 ~ By Mr. 1\'Ieredith: 
Q. Can you state whether, or not, the Conference 
has carried out the two duties with regard to the charter of 
the Preachers' Relief Society, namely, that they have an-
nually elected the Directors of said Society 7 
.A. Not from my own knowledge. I should be dependent 
on an examination of the conference records to be able to 
answer tha.t question. 
Q. You have not presided at every session of the Virginia 
Conference? 
A. I have not presided at every session of the Virginia 
Cm1ference. 
Q . .And therefore, you cannot answer that question 1 
A. No, sir, I cannot. 
Q. And you cannot ans·wer the question whether they have 
carried out their duty of inspecting the records and the dis-
position of the moneys received¥ 
A. No, sir, I cannot . 
. 
RE-DIRECT EXAMINATION. 
By ~1.r. Buford: 
Q. BishOl), in reply to one or hvo of ~Ir. Meredith's ques- • 
tions in reference to the procedure of the Budget Commis-
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sion, you spoke of the power of that Commission 
page 67 ~ to reduce or increase recommendations of the _Con-
' · . ference Board of Finance and other Boards. Does 
the Budget Commission have any power, or does it under-
take, to control the appropriations or the allotment to the 
committees of any moneys other than such as are raised by 
assessment through Church cluume-ls? 
A. No. The Budget Commission takes the recommenda-
tions from the several Boards of the Conference and recom-
mends the amount and the percentage, an,d submits its recom~ 
mendations to the Conference for the action of the Conference. 
But it cannot take into account any funds held by any of the 
Boards that are exclusively donated or left to those Boards. 
Q. In other words, it. only exercises its directory powers 
over the funds which the Church itself raises by assessment 
of its members? 
A. That is correct. 
(~. Does the Budget Commission undertake to appropri-
ate or allot any of the funds under its control which you 
have just described to the Preachers' Relief Society? 
A. It does not, for the reason that the Preachers' Relief 
Rociety is an organization not connected 'vith the Church 
machinery. 
Q. Mr. Meredith pointed out as one of the ties by which the 
Preachers' Relief Society was bound to the Church, the fact 
that the Conference had the power of appointing or select-
ing the Directors of that Society. When that ap-
page 68 ~ pointment or selection has once been made, have 
the Church authorities, such as yourself for in-
stance, a Bishop of the Church, any control of any kind over 
the policies or methods of the Preachers' Relief Society? 
A. None whatever. No Bishop has any official relation 
to the Preachers' Relief Society. 
Q. After those Directors are once selected by the Confer-
ence, is there any authority in the Church, whether through 
the Bishop or through any other official or body of the 
Church, to control the methods and policies of the Preachers' 
Helief Society~ 
A. I think not. The sole control would be in declining to 
elect as Directors, or a Director, a man nominated for that 
position. They could. not revoke 'vha t the directors had 
already done. 
· Bv ~{r. Preston: 
· Q. 1\rir. Meredith pointed to a statement in the Discipline 
tn the effect that the Conference Board of Finance was a.ux-
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11iary to the General Board of Finance. Will you tell us 
·whether, or not, the General Board of Finance exercises any 
direction or control over the action of the Conference Board 
of Finance in the disbursement of· its funds 7 
· A. It does not. It is auxiliary only in the sense 
page 69 } that it is related to the General Board, as each An-
. nual Conference Board is related to each General 
Board. 
Q. I refer you to page 135 of the ·virginia Conference An-
nual of 1923, and call your attention to certain figures at. the 
.bottom of that page just below the heading ''Conference 
Claimants". I think that it might be gathered from <>ne of 
your answers to Mr. ~feredith that you stated that the sole 
:aources of revenue of the Conference 1Boa.rd of Finance were, 
first, assessment upon the membership of the Conference 
and, second, the proceeds of the Publishing House. Does 
;reference to the figures which I have pointed out lead to the 
n~cessity of any expansion of your answer to l\1:r. Meredith Y. 
A. Yes, it does because the Conference Board of Finance 
has a.t its disposal the proceeds of such gifts and legacies as 
have been left for the benefit of superannuates, their widows 
and orphans. I d·o not know why that slipped my mind,. but 
·we have several millions dollars the interest on which goes 
into the hands of the Conference .Boards of Finance. 
page 70} RE-CROSS EXAMINATION. 
Ry Mr. :Nferedith.~ 
Q. "\Vho holds those funds f 
A. Unless some specific statement is made in the will so far 
as ·I know they are held by the Conference Boards of Fi-
nance. 
Q. Can you point out to me in the report of the Conference 
Board of Finance any corpus that they hold Y The corpus is 
held by Trustees, and only the interest is paid to them, be-
cause the Conference Boaxd of Finance has no authority to 
hold funds. 
A. I expect I ought to have included in that, that the legal 
holders of those legacies and donations turn over the inter-
est to the Conference Board of Finance. 
Q. But the corpus of those funds is held by some other 
body7 · · 
A. I take it that is the case. 
Q. A.s far as you know, no corpus is held by the C:onference 
Board, is it 7 
A. In some Conferences the corpus is held by the Confer-
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ence Board of Finance, because that Board is incorporated 
in some States. 
Q. But that is not true in Virginia~ In Virginia the Con-
ference Board of Finance is not incorporated~ 
A. No, it is not, but I take that it can do that. 
page 71 ~ So far as I kno"r it is not incorporated. 
Q. The Conference Board of Finance is depen-
de:Jlt for its funds upon the action of the Annual Conference, 
in ·carrying through the estimate which they have made for 
the benefit of these superannuated preachers, is it not~ 
A. Yes, sir, upon those funds and such funds as are re-
turned from the donations and legacies. 
Q. But that is interest on those funds, as is shown by re-
port of the Conference Committee 1 
·A. I take it that is so for the most part. And now and then 
some man will either give a sum of money to be disbursed at 
once or will leave a sum of money to be disbursed at once by 
the Board. 
Q. But where a fund is to be invested and reinvested, that 
is held by 'l'rustees and interest is paid to the Conference 
Board of Finanee, is it? 
A. Yes, unless the Board of Finance is allowed to receive 
it by the law of the country. In some Sta.tes the Board of 
Finance is incorporated. · · 
RE-RE-DIRECT EXAMINATION. 
By Mr. Preston: 
Q. Bishop Denny, will you tell us what it is that the Con-
ference Board of Finance takes into considera-
page 72 ~ tion in the disbursement of its funds which the 
General Board of Finance does not take into con-
sideration in the disbursement of the funds under its control Y 
A. By the law of the Church the sole basis of the distribu-
tion of the funds a.t the disposal of the General Board of 
Finance is years of service rendered by the preacher. The 
Conference Board of Finance takes into consideration as well 
the needs of the superannuates, the widows and orphans, and 
by law each superannuate is a claimant on the funds of the 
Church, though he ma.y voluntarily waive his rights. 
RE-RE-CROSS EXAMINATION. 
Bv 1\Ir. Meredith: 
• Q. Bishop, will you turn to section 69 of the Discipline and 
read that into the reeord? 
A. (Reading) "Let every Annual Conference appoint a 
Committee on Conference Relations, to consist of not less 
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than seven members, to which committee all application for 
the supernumerary and superannuate relations shall be re-
ferred.'' 
Q. Also section 193, under the title of Superannuate 
Preachers, says, ''A superannuate relation shall not be 
granted by an Annual Conference, except on the 
page 73 ~ recommendation of the Committee of Conference 
Relations". Will you explain what the duties of 
that Committee are and how often they are appointed 7 
A. 'rhe Committee on Conference Relations is appointed 
.. annually, I think. It is not a Board. The Committee on .Con-
ference Relations was established since I came into the min-
istry, an_d its purpose was to t.al{e out of public discussion 
persona.I matters in connection with superannuation or super-
numeration of preachers. Some preachers do not want to 
take either relation, but want to be continued in the active 
service though they may be no longer efficient; and in order to 
avoid the publicity of personal matters, all of those questions 
come before the Committee on Conference Relations. Now 
by the law of the Church the Committee on Conference Re-
lations can take into consideration, in connection with a man 
referred to superannuation, only the state of his health; in 
other words, by the law of our Church a preacher cannot 
take a. superannuate relation unless he be broken down in the 
service, and not for his convenience. Some men do not want 
to go on; some men do want to go on; and you get rid of the 
discussion of personal matters before the Conference of this 
character that ought not to occur in public. 
Q. Turn to section 693 of the Discipline and read it into 
the record. 
A. (Reading) ''It is not required that the lay 
page 74 ~ members of the Board of lf'ina.nce should be mem-
bers of the Annual Conference, but there must be 
one from as well as for each district.'' 
That refers to the fact that the lay members of the Annual 
Conference are elected annually. A man may be elected a 
member of an A.nnual Conference one year but not elected 
another year. -His failure of election to the Annual Con-
ference would not affect his membership on the Board of 
Finance. 
And further this deponent saith not. 
Sign·ature of witness waived by consent of parties by coun. 
sel. 
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Mr. Meredith: Counsel for the individual defendants, now 
that he. has heard the testimony of the Reverend Mr. Buck-
heim and of Bishop Denny, desires to object to each of those 
depositions as legal testimony, for the reason that the ambig-
uity of Miss Doggett's will which has caused this suit is a 
patent ambiguity, patent upon the face of the will and does 
not in any wa.y disclose either "rho is the trustee or the bene-
fiiciary, and that such oral testimony is incompe-
page 75 t tent to overcome a patent ambiguity. 
The further taking of these depositions is adjourned to a.-
date hereafter to be fixed. · 
JOHN G. WINSTON, 
Notary Public. 
page 76 ~ Offices of Messrs. Leake and Buford, 
. State and City Bank Building. 
Richmond, Va., October 22, 1925. 
She further taking of these depositions is this day resumed 
pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: Messrs. A. S. Buford and Thomas L. Preston, for 
Conference Board of Finance; ~fessrs. Wyndham R. Mere-
clith and Frank T. Sutton, for individual defendants. · 
J. A. GAWTHROP, 
Having been. first duly sworn deposes and says as follows : 
DIRE.CT EXAMINATION. 
By Mr. Preston: 
Q. Mr. Gawthrop, will you state what connection, if any, 
you have with Centenary Church, Richmond, Virginia Y 
A. Now, none; I am not a member there now. 
Q. What connection have you had, if any, in the past "'ith 
that church? 
A. I was a member of Centenary Church for 
page 77 } I don't know how many years, at least seven or 
eight, maybe more than that. I was Treasurer of 
the church for a time, and also connected with the Sunday 
School. 
Q. Did you kno·w a lady by the name of Miss Loulie B. Dog-
gettY 
A. Yes, I knew her. 
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Q. Was she a member of Centenary Church while you 
were there7 
A. Yes. 
Q. Do you know whether, or not, she was a regular attend-
ant of that church and a person who took an active interest 
in the activities there~ 
A. Yes, she was a regular attendant. Sometimes she would 
go away on an extended trip in the summer. She was Super-
intendent of the Junior Department of the Sunday School 
also. 
Q. Will you state, if you know, the procedure by which the 
amounts to be contributed by the congregation at Centenary 
Church for church purposes are arrived at, and how the 
amount which the congregation is expected to contribute is 
made known to the congreation? . 
A. You mean, the present method? . 
Q. I mean the method which was in use when both you and 
~I iss Doggett were members of the congregation there. 
A. The funds for current expenses were provided by the 
weekly envelope system. There were other assessments upon 
the congre~ation which were stated to the people 
page 78 ~ by t.he. pastor of the church in public services. 
Statements of that kind related to the amounts as-
sessed for what in our church is generally known as Con-
ference claims, Conference assessments ·for missionary 
-work, church extension, education and superannuated preach-
ers. 
Q. Let me interrupt you right there. Will you explain at 
this point, if you kno·w, the procedure by which the appor-
tionment behveen the various congregations of the Vrginia 
Conference of the funds to be raised for Conference purposes 
is made? · 
A. Yes. That was made by what ·we term in our church 
District Stewards. There are ten districts in the Virginia 
Conference, and the General Board of Finance estimates the 
amount· needed for the year, and then that amount is appor-
tioned among the ten districts. Soon after the adjournment 
· of the Annual Conference the District Stewards meet and 
prorate the amount that is apportioned to each District to_ 
the various local congregations. In that way it is ascer-
tained mathematically that each local congregation in each 
district should pay a certain amount of· money for the vari-
-ous claims of the Confe.rence. 
page 79· ~ Mr. Meredith: Were you one of those District 
Stewards?· 
104 Suprem<·. Court of Appeals of Virginia. 
Witness: No, I never was District Steward. I have fre-
quently been in contact with the District Stewards and at-
tended District Conferences where the records were exam-· 
ined. 
Mr. Meredith: And you got your informaton in that way~ 
Witness: Just by a process of observation. 
Mr. Meredith: The foregoing answer is objected to as hear-
say testimony. 
By Mr .. Preston: 
Q. Will you now tell us how the individual members of Cen-
hmary Church congregation were made conversant wth the 
amounts that 'Yere expected of them by the Conference? 
, .l\.. By the announcement of the pastor from the pulpit. 
Q. Can yon tell us anything of the nature of such announce-
ments as were made V 
A. As I remember it, just a. short time before the Annual 
Conference meets, which was then in November, it has been 
changed since, the pastor '\_VOuld state to the congregation that 
a certain amount, naming the amount, had been assessed or 
apportioned to that congregation. He would ask the people 
to contribute and send or hand the money to him as a general 
· thing, because in those days the pastor tool{ upon 
page 80 ~ himself the. obligation or duty of collecting the 
money where there were Conference assessments. 
He would ma]{e an explanation of it, and, as I remember it, 
put special emphasis upon the fact that a certain amount was 
needed for the support of s1;1perannuated preachers. 
Mr. Meredth: This question and answer are also objected 
to as hearsay testimony. 
\Vitness: I hea.rd the prea·cher say those things myself. 
Bv Mr. Preston: 
· Q. Mr. Gawthrop, will you state the number of times that 
a plea would ordinarily be made to the. congregation by the 
minister during, say, any given yearY 
A. Oh, I suppose three or four times. lie "'ould begin· 
the plea a few weeks before the time appointed for the meet-
ing of the Annual Conference, and would repeat the plea to 
the people probably every Sunday until the amount was met. 
I have recollection myself of receiving a letter from the pas-
tor in regard to it; how many people he treated in the same 
'vay I don't know; but I do know I got a letter from him re-
minding me of the meeting of the Conference and he needed 
funds to meet the assessments. 
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page 81 r ~Ir. J\rferedith: The concluding sentence of the 
above answer is objected to as not relevant testi-
mony, and the rest of the answer is objected to as being a 
mere. supposition. 
Hv Mr. Preston: 
·Q. Mr. Gawthrop, you have testified that at sometime dur-
ing the year the preacher would make several pleas to the con-
gregation for the contribution of funds, and you have stated 
that he would go into, with some .particularity, the purposes 
for which those funds w:ere needed, putting special empha-
sis upon the fact that there was need for money for super-
annuated preachers. Will you tell us whether, or not, these 
pleas made by the preacher were made in connection with the 
meeting of the Annual Conference? 
A. Yes. He would also say, ''The Conference will meet in 
a short time and we must get together the money to meet 
the assessments''. 
1\tir. Meredith: This answer is also objected to as hearsay. 
Bv :Air. Preston: 
·Q. "\Vould any other regular attendant upon the services of 
Centenary Church have had the same opportunity which you 
had to hear the pleas by the preacher¥ 
A. Precisely the same. 
1\IIr. ~utton: The foregoing question and answer are ob-
jeeted to as merely the expression of opinion of what others 
might have heard, and therefore not testimony. 
1\fr. 1\ieredith: The foregoing testimony, as a whole and 
each question and answer thereof, is objected to as being ir-
re]evant, not applicable to the issues in ths case and hearsay; 
and. further, because the announcement of the plan of. ap-
portionment is not shown to have been brought to the knowl-
edge of the testatrix. And not waiving the foregoing ob-
jections, but insisting on the same counsel will cross-examine 
the witness~ 
CROSS EXAMINATION. 
Bv Mr. Meredith: 
'Q. During what years were you Treasurer of Centenary 
Ohurch f 
.A .. I don't remember, lVfr. Meredith; I would have to sec 
the record to be sure of that. 
Q. I can let you look at the record and let the Notary 
know. I am not trying to catch you. 
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A. Oh, I am sure of that. I just don't like to 
page 82 ~ answer without being certain. I am pretty sure 
it was two or three years preceding and follo·ring 
1913; I think that is a.b{'ut right. I 'vill fix it at that as ap-
proximately correct. 
Q. What church are you an attendant of nowY 
A. Ginter Park Methodist. 
Q. How long have you been there ? 
-~·. li''our years. 
Q. You stated in your direct examination that, as far as the 
fund for superannuated ministers· was concerned, which was 
assessed and apportioned by the· Annual Conference, it was 
collected by the minister of the church and not by you Y 
A. No, I did not handle any of tha.t money, no. 
Q. Who was the minister at the time that you recall Miss 
Doggett being there Y 
A. Reverened W. J. Young part of the time, .and I think 
Reverend W. L. Latham part of the time. 
Q. Are they still living? 
A. Yes. Dr. Latham is there now, and unless Dr. Young 
h::ts died in the last fe,v weeks he is in Geqrgia now, a mem-
ber of the faculty of Emory and Henry University. 
RE-DIRECT EXAMINATION. 
By Mr. ,Preston: . 
Q. lVIr. Gawthrop, were your answ~rs given on 
page 83 ~ direct examination based upon knowledge tha.t :you 
acquired through your activities as Treasurer of 
the church, or upon knowledge you acquired from regular 
n ttendance on the services as a member of the congregation Y 
A. I expect it was both ways, because as Treasurer of the 
church I attended the meetings of the Board of Stewards. 
1n. the Board of Stewards there were frequent discussions 
with regard to the financial affairs of the church, and in the 
Board the pastor would speak of the Conference claims. 
Often the members of the Board of Stewards would hear 
n bout it before the congregation would hear about it. Also 
I attended the· services of the church morning and night regu-
1::trly for years and years, and there was not much said about 
the w:ork of the church that I did not hear, ~d participated 
in a great deal of it, too. 
RE-CROSS EXAMINATION. 
By Mr. Meredith: 
·Q. The Board of Stewards that you~ answer refers to 
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~hove is the Board of Stewards -of Centenary Methodist. 
Church, is it. 
A. Yes. 
And further this deponent saith not. 
Signature of witness w.aived by consent of parties by coun-
-sel. 
page 84 ~ State of Virginia, 
City of Richmond, ss: 
I, John G. Winston, a Notary Public in and for the City 
~-nd State aforesaid, do certify that the foregoing depositions 
·were duly taken and sworn to before me on the dates and at 
the place. stated in the captions, the signatures of the respec-
tive witnesses thereto being waived by con-sent of parties by 
!Counsel. 
1\fy commission expires September '30, 1929. 
Given under my hand this 1st day of March, 1926. 
JOHN G. WINSTON, 
Notary Pub lie. 
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Filed with Depositions. 
. Preachers' Relief Society, 
Of The Virginia Conference. 
Boa.rd of Directors. 
Elected by the Conference. 
1\frs. E. G .. Moseley, 
Rev. J. C. Reed, 
Rev. J. T. Whitley, 
Rev. J. E. DeShazo 
Mr. S. 0. Collins 
Shelby D. Scott 
J\fr. i. P. Pettyjohn 
T Jucine Gregory 
Air. A. L. Eggleston 
President, 
Vice-President 
Sec 'y and Treas. 
i : 
Danville 
Blackstone 
Norfolk 
Glouctester Point· 
Korfolk 
Norfolk 
Lynchburg 
Chase City. 
Norfolk 
The Society was chartered by the Legislature of North 
Carolina in 1870, and by the Legislature of Virginia, in 1884. 
108 Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia. 
-Beginning with no funds, reported in -November 1919, assets 
amounting to $67,817.32, yielding a yearly income of $4,831.85. 
The first amount appropriated for the relief of a preacher 
was $50 in 187 4. The appropriations in 1919 amounted to 
$3,515, distributed among 57 needy preachers, and widows 
and orphans, in sums ranging from $25 to $100. 
The appropriations are made by the Dire.ctors during the 
session of the Annual Conference, after careful inquiry into 
the cases of those known to be in need of help, and all preach-
ers in the Conference, whether effective, superannuated, or 
su.pernumera.ry, together with members of their families, and 
widows and orphans of deceased members of the 
page 86 ~ Conference, are eligible to receive aid. · 
· The Society's income is derived from interest 
on invested funds, and such gifts and bequests as may be 
made by benevolent friends. The Directors invite all who 
wish to share in this noble benefaction, to make gifts to the 
Society's funds while living, or to make bequests in their 
wills. Endowment also are invited, subject to the payment of 
ennui ties during the donors' lifetime. 
Gifts or bequests should be made to the Society jn its 
legal title: "The Society for the Relief of the Preachers of 
the Virginia Conference, Methodist Episcopal Church .South;. 
and their families, their widows and orphans". 
For further information address: Rev. J. T. Whitley, Sec.-
retary and Treasurer, Norfolk, Virginia, 228-36th St. 
Charter, Enacted 1884. 
An Act to Incorporate The Society for the Relief of the 
Preachers of the Virginia Conference, Methodist Episcopal 
Church South, and their Families, their Widows, and Or-
phans, Approved March 12, !884. 
1. Be it enacted by the General Assembly of Virginia, That 
F. M. Edwards, Sussex county, Virginia, J. C. Watson, Mat-
thews county, Virginia, R. N. Sledd, Norfolk, Virginia, G. 
M. Bain, Portsmouth, Virginia, J. H. Dawson, Norfolk, Vir-
ginia, C. V. Winfree, Lynchburg, Virginia, H. ~. Lassiter, 
lVIurfressboro, North Carolina, J. E. Broadwater, Accomac 
county, Virginia, and W. T. ~1c~Iullen, Hertford, North Caro-
lina, together with such persons as may be hereafter asso-
ciated with them and their successors, be and they are hereby 
constituted a body politic and corporate, under the name and 
style of "The Society for the Relief of the Preachers of the 
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Virginia Conference, ]l.fethodist Episcopal Church, South, and 
their Families, their Wido,vs and Orphans'', and 
page 87 }- by that name may hold property, real and per-
sonal, to an amount not exceeding hvo hundred 
thousand dollars, and may sue and be sued, and ha.ve a com-
mon seal. 
2. That the said corporation shall have power to receive 
subscriptions in money, or other things, and may receive do-
nations by will, or otherwise, for the purpose of said corpo-
ration, and invest, or otherwise dispose of and use the same 
for the promotion of the objects of said corporation. 
3. The a.nnua1 meeting of said corporation shall be held in 
the City of Norfolk, in the State of Virginia, a.t such time as 
the Directors of said corporation shall determine but called 
meetings of said Direc.tors ma.y be held at such other places, 
in or out of the State of Virginia, as may be desired. 
4. Until otherwise ordered by the corporation the officers 
shall be a President, Secretary and Treasurer, and the office 
of Secretary and Treasurer may be combined in one person, 
who may be a Director or some other person, as the Direc-
tors may select. 
5. The said corporation shall have po,ver to purchase en-
dowments, annuities, and make insurance on lives, for the 
benefit of said corporation, or any of its beneficiaries. 
6. The said corporation shall have power to make such by-
laws and rules and regulations for its government, and the 
management and disposition of its funds, as from time to 
time may be deemed proper. 
page 88 }- 7. The said corporation shall have not less than 
five nor more than nine Directors, from whom the 
President shall annually be chosen by the Directors which Di-
rectors shall hold until their successors are appointed and 
enter on the duties of their office. 
8. The Raid Directors shall annually be chosen by the Vir-
ginia Confrerence of the ~Iethodist Episcopal Church South, 
and a certificate of whose appointment shall be furnished 
them, and which shall be entered on the records of said cor-
poration. 
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9. The said corporation shall keep a record of their proced-
ings, and all moneys· received and how disposed of, which 
shall at all times be subject to the inspection of the said Con-
ference. · 
10. This act ~hall he in force from its passage. 
By Laws-Revised 1919. 
1. Meetings. The Directors of this Society shall hold their 
annual meeting in Norfolk, Va., one 'veek before the session 
of the Virginia Annual Conference, or at such other date as 
may be authorized by the President. Called meetings may be 
held at such other places and times as the Directors shall 
choose or the President may appoint. 
2. Quroum. Any three of the Directors, assembled under 
the conditions named in Item 1, shall constitute a quorum for 
the transaction of business. In the absence of a quorum, 
those present may adjourn to a future date. 
3. Dire.ctors' Term. The Directors shall enter upon their 
term of service immediately on their election by the Vir-
ginia Annal Conference. Thev shall serve until 
page R9 ~ their successors have been chosen, and enter upon 
the duties of their office. 
4. Officers to be Chosen. · At the first meeting after their 
election, or a.s soon thereafter as practicable, the Directors 
shall organize annually, by electing a President, a Vice-Presi-
dent, and a Secretary and Treasurer, all of whom shall serve 
until their successors have been elected, and enter upon the 
duties of their respective offices. The offices of Secretary 
and Treasurer may be united in one person; who may be 
one of the Directors, or some other suitable person. 
5. Duties of President. The President shall preside at the 
annual and called meetings of the Directors, whenever practi-
cable; shall issue calls for special meetings, when he deems it 
necessary, shall exercise a general over sight upon the affairs 
of the Society, and pe:r:form such other duties as usually ·per-
tain to the office. 
6. Vice-President. The Vice-President shall discharge the 
duties of the President in case of the death, disability or ab-
sence of that officer, together with any other duties that may 
be assigned him. 
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7. SeGretary and Treasurer. The Secretary and Treas-
urer shall keep a faithful record of the proceedings of the Di-
rectors' meetings in a suitable book, attend to the Society's 
.correspondence, and discharge such other duties as usually 
pertain to the office of Secretary. He shall receive all moneys 
and other evidences of value, and invest them for the Society 
in approved securities, after advising with the Finance Com-
mittee hereinafter provided. He shall keep an accurate rec-
ord of all his transactions in a suitable book, 'vhich shall be 
open at all times to the inspection of the Directors 
page 90 ~ and of the Virginia Annual Conference. He shall 
submit annually to the Directors a detailed state-
ment of the receipts and disbursements of the Society during 
the preceding year, and of the assets 'vhich 'he holds for the 
Society. This statement, when approved by the Directors, 
shall be presented to the Annual Conf~rence for publica-
tion in the minutes. The Secretary and Treasurer shall de-
posit the funds and securities of the Society for safe-keeping 
with such bank or financial institution as the Directors or 
the Finance Committee may decide, and shall execute a bond 
for the faithful performance of his duties in such sum as 
Directors may require. For his services he shall receive such 
compensatioh as may be agreed upon by the Directors and 
l1imself. 
8. Fina.nce Committee. The President, or presiding of-
ncer, shall appoint annually at the. meeting 'vhen the officers 
are elected a Finance Committee consisting of three Direc.:. 
tors, who shall advise the Secretary and Treasurer in mak-
ing investments and in other matters connected with the So-
ciety's finances. This committee shall audit the annual re-
port of the Secretary and Treasurer, and perform such other 
duties as may be assigned them. 
9. Distribution of Income. The income of the Society or 
· so much thereof as mav be deemed advisable shall be distrib-
uted by the Directors· annually, at the sessions of the Vir-
ginia Conference, according to their godly judgment, in re-
lief of the needs of the Preachers of the Virginia Confer-
ence, and their :B,amilies, their Widows and Orphans. In 
cases of extreme need, the Finance Committee and the Sec-
retary and Treasurer shall have power to make ap-
page 91 ~ propriations at other times by unanimous vote, 
'vith the President's consent. 
10. Amendments. These. By-laws may be amended at any 
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meeting of the Directors by a two-thirds vote of all the mem-
bers of the Board. 
This is to certify that the following resolution 'vas adopted 
October 17, 1924, at a meeting in Norfolk, Va., by the Society 
for the Relief of the Preachers of the Virginia Conierence, 
Methodist Episcopal Church, South, and their Families, their 
'Yidows a.nd Orphans : 
"Resolved, That it is the sense of this body in meeting as-
sembled, that the Conference Board of Finance of the Vir-
ginia Annual Conf~rence is the proper organization of the 
Virginia Annual Conference to receive all funds and estate de-
vised and bequeathed under the will of Loulie B. Doggett, 
in the third clause of said will, and to distribute the interest 
growing out of the corpus of said estate for the relief of 
superannuated ministers of the Virginia. Conference. Fur-
ther, we hereby express the wish that the said Conference 
Board of Finance shall take all proper steps to recover the 
said estate for the benefit of the superannuated ministers of 
the Virginia Conference.'' 
(Signed) E. G. MOSELEY, President. 
J. T. WHITLEY, Secretary. 
DEPOSITIONS FILED IN COURT UNDER DECREE 
OF JUNE 13, 1928. 
page 92 ~ Virginia : 
In the Chancery Court of the City of Richmond. 
Virginia Trust Company, Executors of the last will and testa-
ment of Loulie B. Doggett, deceased, 
vs. 
Pattie ~· Fitzgerald, et als. 
The deposition of Benjamin ~L Beckham, taken before A. 
C. Williams, a notary public in and for the city of Richmond, 
in the State of ·virginia, on Monday, the 19th day of October, 
1925, at the offices of Leake & Buford, 1309 State & City Bank 
Building, Richmond, Va., at 2 o'clock P. M. to be read as evi-
dence in behalf of the Conference Board of Finance of the 
Virginia Conference, Methodist Episcopal Church, South in 
the above styled cause, depending in the Chancery Court o.f? 
the City of Richmond, Virginia. 
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By agreement of counsel for all parties the taking of this 
deposition is adjourned to October 20th, ·1925, at the same 
time and place. 
A. C. WILLIA~IS, 
Notary Public. 
Offices of Leake & Buford, 
State & City Bank Building, 
Richmond, Virginia, October 20th, 1925. 
~fet pursuant to ~djournment. 
Present: T. C. Gordon, Esq., counsel for Virginia Trust 
Co.; Leake & Buford, counsel for Conference Board of Fi-
nanoe; Wyndham. R. lVIeredith and Frank T. Sutton, Jr., 
I~sqs., counsel for Pattie G. Fitzgerald and David 
page 93 ~ S. Doggett. 
BENJAMIN ~L BECKHAl\f, 
a witness introduced in behalf of the complainant, being 
first duly sworn, deposes and says as follows : 
DIRECT EXAlVIINATION. 
By Mr. Buford: 
Q. Doctor, have you any connection with the Conference 
Board of Finance of the Methodist Episcopal Church South J 
A. Yes, I am chairman of that board. ' 
Q. How long have you been connected with the Board or 
a member of it' 
A. Well, about twenty-six years. 
Q. How is that Board constituted 1 
A. It is constituted of-well, it is composed of twenty mem-
bers, two from eaeh Presiding Elder's district of the Virginia 
Conference, one preacher and one layman nominated by the 
Presiding Elder of the respective districts and elected by 
the Virginia Conference once in four years. 
Q. I assume from the fact that you have been on there 
these many years. that members are. eligible to· re-election? 
A. Oh, yes, indeed; it is very often done; in fact, there 
are a number of members of the Board who have served on 
it many years, some longer than I have. 
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Q. Will you state in general the duties and func-
page 94 ~ tions of that Board~· 
A. Well, the Board is supposed to ask the. Con-
f~rence for an assessment annually for the purpose· of the 
relief of ~he superannuated preachers and the widows and 
orphans of deceased preachers, and to receive the amounts 
raised on this assessment at the close of each Conference year, 
and to discharge the sum total among the superannuated 
preachers and their families, and the. \vidows and orphans 
of deceased preachers. 
l\1r. Meredith: The foregoing answer 1s objected to on the 
ground that the duties and authority and power by the Con-
ference Board of Finance are fixed by the Discipline 1922 of 
the :i\1ethodist Episcopal Church South and it is, therefore, 
the hest evidence and should be stated as set out in that Dis-
cipline and not the opinion of the witness, however learned, 
and also the manner in \vhich it is constituted. 
Mr. Buford: It is is agreed by counsel that so much of 
The Doctrines and Discipline of the Methodist Episcopal 
Church, South, 1922, Edition! as may be desired by either 
party shall be placed ili. the record and considered as part 
thereof and used by them ns far as releveant. 
Q. Doctor, I will ask you to read into the record Section 
356 of the Discipline which defines the duties of the Confer~ 
ence Board of Finance. 
A. (Witness reading) : 
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. Board of Finance to distribute the moneys re~ 
ceived on assessment and otherwise to t11e superannuated 
preachers, and widows and orphans of the deceased members 
of the Conference, according to their several necessities 
(694); provided however, that in case of equal necessity the 
Board may take into acount the time of active service ren-
llered by the claimants and provided, further, that when a · 
preac-her breaks down in the work, and is placed. on the super-
annuate list, his claim shall begin from the time at. which he 
ceased to receive any support from his last charge. ( 691, 
692.) 
A. (Continued. My answer to that que.stion was incom-
plete in this respect: I said to receive the money paid in 
on assessments. There are several other sources from which 
this Board receivers money. I happen to have a copy of 
the report that I am now to submit to the Annual Confer-
. 
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ence in my pocket. Here are the receipts from the Board, 
balance from last year, $1,296.00; amount from the J. B. 
Elam bequest-Mr. J. B. Elam, of this city, left a sum of 
money in the hands; Dr. Christian I think is one and. some-
body else the other; that sum to be invested and the inter-
est on the amount paid to this Board annually for 
page 96 r distribution among its claimants. So from the 
J. B. Elam bequest, $150.00. There is another he-
quest left us by Mr. C. H. Bag·ley of Lynchburg of several 
thousand dollars and my impression is that the Preachers' 
Relief Society of the Conference holds that amount and has 
invested it and we receive annually the interest from the 
C. H. Bagley bequ.est; that is $240.00 this year. Then the 
General Board of Finance at St. Louis ha.s an amount of 
money in hand paid in by the Virginia Conference to that 
BoardJ the interest on which amounts· to $1,235.03; that it 
lcnown as the Superannuated Endowment Fund. Then we re-
~eive from the agents of the publishing house $5,353.41. W tJ 
received also this year from the estate of Eliza~th Sproul of 
Norfolk '~lho died some years ago, in her will leaving to the 
Board $3,097 .86. 
By J\.Ir. Meredith: 
Q. IIo'v was that bequeathed 1 
A. ,Just left outright, not to be invested or to be divided 
·among the superannuated preachers-either invested or di-
vided. We have the Hall Fund, as it is known, which has · 
been invested, and from the Annual Conference assessment 
$28,000. In other words, what I meant to say we receive 
money on this assessment or collect on the assessment we 
make and then we receive various sums from other sources. 
By Mr. Buford: 
Q. In other words, you receive funds otherwise than than 
by the assessments made at the Conference Y 
page 97 ~ A. Yes. 
Bv Mr. Meredith: 
·Q. But, as shown by your report, the principal amount is 
what you receive by assessments? 
A. Yes. 
Bv Mr. Buford: 
·Q. I think you testified that your function was to distrib-
ute the moneys to the superannuated preachers and widows 
and orphans of deceased preachers 7 
116 Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia. 
A. Yes. 
Q. Is that distribution confined to superannuated and wid-
ows and ·children of preachers in the Virginia Conference? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Do the activities of this Board or the ministrations of 
this· Board extend outside of the Virginia Conference~ 
A. They do not. 
Q. What is a superannuate? 
. A. A superannuate member of the Virginia Conference is 
a member of tl1e Conference who has broken down on account 
of- the condition of his health in the active work of the min-
istry and no longer able to do the work of the pastorate and 
therefore is put on the retired list or, as we call it, the super-
annuate list. 
Q. Is there any technical term or phrase or designation by 
which those w.ho are entitled to participate in the funds of 
the Conference Board of Finance are described in the Dis-
cipline or the church f 
A. You mean taking the whole bo~dy, all of the 
page 98 ~ claimants together.! 
Q. Yes, sir; upon the funds under the control of 
the Conference Board of Finance. 
A. We speak of them all sometimes-not very commonly,. 
hut occasionally, we speak of all of the claimants on this 
Board as the Conference claimants. I don't know that that 
term is used in the Discipline. It is one we. use for conven-
ience sometimes. 
Q. Now I am going to ask you to read into the record Sec-
tion 697 of the Discipline . 
.A. (Witness reading): 
'' 697. Who are Conference Claimants? -Only to superan-
nuated preachers and the widows and orphans of itinerant 
preachers can funds collected for Conference claimants be 
apppropriated. Location for any cause instantly cancels all 
claims on that fund both for the preacher and for his family; 
but the Conference can levy an assessment and make an ap-
propriation for any charitable object, though not so as to di-
vert the collections taken for Conference claimants. (1913 
(52 (23) 192, 355.) 
A. (Continued) I was correct in my statement that that re-
ferred to them as Conference claimants ; it is in the Discip-
line, too. 
Q. So the Conference claimants consist exclusively of su-
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perannuated preachers, and the widows and orphans if itin-
erant preachers Y 
.l\. Yes. 
Q. What do you mean by itinerant preachers 1 
page 99 t A. \V e mean those 'vho are in the active serv-
ice, going from one place to another, as the word 
''itinerant'' means. 
Q. Is there any organization appointed by the church or 
recognized as having any officials connection with the church 
or as an organization or agency of the church whose duties 
are to take care of superannuates, other than the Conference 
Board of Finance? 
• A. None whatever. 
Q. You have reference, of course, to a fact which I failed 
to state in my question that that is applicable only as to the 
·virginia Conference? 
A. I want to modify that to this extent. There is at St. 
Louis, Missouri, a board which we kno'v as the. General Board 
of Finance whicl1 has invested funds. The method by 'vhich 
that Board does its work is to invest its funds; it does not 
pay out any principal which comes into its hands; all the 
amounts put in the hands of the Board are invested and the 
interest on these investments is paid partly directly to the 
claimants themselves. In other words, it sends checks to the 
claimants in all the Conferences once every yea:r and then, in 
addition to that, they have an amount .invested the interest on 
which is returned to this Board for distribution. We re-
ceived this year over $1,200 from that invested fund. So that 
tl1at Board provides -for superannuates to that extent. 
Q. Is that General Board of which you have 
page 100 t an organization or society of the Virginia Confer-
ence of the ~Iethodist Episcopal Chureh. Soutl1 ? 
A. Only in the sense that it is an organization of the whole 
church, of which the Virginia Conference is a part, but it is 
not an organization of the Virginia Conference alone. There 
is no organization connected with the Virginia Conference 
along and controlled by the Virginia Conference alone except 
the Conference Board of Finance. The General Board of Fi-
nance. The General Board of Finance is a part of the whole 
church. . 
Q. Of what Conference is the General Board an organiza-
tion? 
.A. Of fort)r-four Conferences, I think, we have in our 
church. It is reallv the Board of General Conference. The 
General Conference meets once in four years and that ap· 
points this Board. 
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Q. Now will you state how many superannuates of the 
Virginia Conference have any claim upon the fnn(J.s under 
the control of the Conference Board of Finance of the Vir-
ginia Conference? 
A. I can tell yon in a few minutes. . . 
·Q. I don't mean in numbers; I mean what proportion. 
A. What proportion of the entire membership of the Con-
ference? 
Q. No. What proportion of the superannuates of the Vir-
ginia Conference have a claim upon funds being adminis-
tered by the Conference Board of Finance? 
A. Every one of them; 100%. . 
Q. Does the Conference Board look after every snperan- • 
nuate in the \ 7irginia Conference~ 
A. It does. 
page 101 ~ Q. Suppose a superannuate had some indepen-
dent means; would he have any claim against the 
Board? 
· A. The same as one that had nothing, only to the extent 
that the Board is required to take into consideration the needs 
of the respective claimants, but that does not release the 
Board, as I interpret the law, from the obligation of making 
a donation to ·every superannuate. Those who are more 
needy are supposed to receive· more than those who are less, 
needy. 
Q. What has been the actual method by which the Board 
has worked during the period in which you have served upon 
it with reference to superannuates who perhaps did not 
need the assistance ~ 
A. There have been two or three cases within my connec-
tion with the Board where the superannuates voluntarily 
gave up their claim on the Board on the ground that they 
·were provided for and did not need any help from this Board. 
Q. Under the policies which have been adopted and in effect 
on the Board since you have been a member was this volun-
tary relinquishment necessary in order to avoid the necessity 
of giving some contribution? 
A. That is the way we understood it. 
Q. What, if any, control over the Virginia Conference 
Board does this General Board have? 
A. None whatever; absolutely none. They have nothing in 
the world to do with our affairs. 
Q. Doctor, in the answer filed in this case by two of the in-
dividual defendants it is stated that according to the Con-
ference Manual of the Virginia Conference, 1923, your Board 
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assisted thirty-two superannuated ministers; 
page 102 ~ wives of superannuates, thirty; widows of de-
ceased preachers, eighty-four; cliildren of living 
or deceased preachers, thirty-six; orphans of preachers (spe-
cial needs, eighteen a total of two hundred. "\Viii you state 
whether, assuming that to be a correct statement from there-
port of the number of superannuated ministers assisted, that 
~epresented all of the superannuated ministers of the Vir-
p;inia Conference for that ye&r w·ho had not voluntarily 
'vaived their right to participate in the funds of your Board? 
A. Well, I couldn't answer that question without seeing 
the annual for 1923. 
Q. I understood you to say a. momen~ ago that every su-
perannuate had a claim upon the funds of the Conference. 
Board and that that claim was recognized under the poli-
cies and practice of the Board, unless voluntarily waived Y 
A. Yes. 
Q. Now my last question to you was this. that if the state-
~nt here made is true that there were thirty-two superan-
nuated ministers assisted during 1923, does it follow that there 
'vere only thirty-two superannuated ministers in the Confer-
ence during tha.t year, except such additional ones as may 
have voluntarily waived their claims upon the funds. of the 
Board? 
A. Yes. The truth is that, so far as I recall, there is. no 
superannuate in the Conference at this time or was there in 
1923 who had given up his claim. In other words, every su-
perannuated me.mber of the Conference received help from 
our Board. 
Q. If that impression of yours is correct, that in 1923 only 
thirty-two superannuated members were helped, 
page 103 ~ yet every superannuated minister was helped by 
vour Board? · 
A. Yes. i can tell vou in a. minute whether that is true 
or not because here is· a list of those who were superannu-
ated. (Examines list) Every superannuated preacher in 
the Conference received help from the Board in 1923. 
Q. In the quotation from the answer which I have just read 
the statement is made that according to the 1923 Manual of 
the Conference your Board assisted thirty wives of superan-
nuates. Does your Board assist the wives of superannuates 
as distinguished from their husbands Y 
A. It does not. 
Q. Is the statement in the ans,ver correct when it states 
that you assisted thirty-two superannuated ministers and 
thirty wives of superannuated ministers? 
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A. I sh<;>uld say not. 
Q. Can you explain how that error may have arisen~ 
A. Well, I suppose the fact was taken note of that in the 
published list of the namu of the superannuated preacher is 
put down and where.ver hi~ wife is living· we add a. wife and 
wherever there ~are children we add the number of children 
under eighteen years of age who are .assisted by the Board, 
but the law contemplates, as I understand it, tha.t the super-
annuated preacher's wife and children are included in the 
claim that he has because it says we are to assist the superan-
nuated preacher a.nd the widow of the deceased preacher. 
If the law did not contemplate that the wife and children of 
the superannuate were in his claim, they would be cut out 
entirely from any claim on the Conference. 
Q. Why does that report, then, as published in 
page 104 ~ the Conference Manual show the wives and num-
ber of children 1 
A. Well, that is in order to make t clear that whenever a 
preacher's wife is living her claim on the Board through 
him is taken into P.onsidera.tion and wherever he has a num-
ber of children their claim is taken into consideration and 
the amount that a preacher receives 'vho has a wife is 
greater than that of ·one who has no wife; and the amount a 
p't'eacher receives who has a wife and children is greater than 
tlJe man who has a wife but no children, in case the number 
of years of service is the same. We add 1% each year for 
the number of years each man has spent in the active serv-
ice. but the wives and children are mentioned in order to 
make it clear .. that they are considered along with the claim 
of the superannuate and that something is donated for their 
support. 
Q. You have been a member of the Methodist Church and 
thA Virginia Confernce for a number of years? 
A. I have been a member of the Conference thirty-four 
years; I have been a mamber of the Church about forty-four 
years. 
Q. Do you know whether there is or is not a general knowl-
edge among the members of the Church that the superannu-
ated ministers are cared for by the Church Y 
A. Oh, yes. 
Q. Is tl1at generally kno\VIl? 
A. Why, of course it is. Every intelligent Methodist knows 
that. There may be some ignoramusses among us that don't 
know it, but anybody that has any knowledge at all of our 
clmrch law and discipline is aware of that fact. 
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Q. Do you know· whether there is any general 
page 105 ~ knoweldge among the members of the Church 
that the superannuates are looked after through 
that Board' 
·Mr. :fi:Ieredith: I object. That is a matter of opinion, not a 
statement of fact. 
1\tfr. Buford: I will withdraw that question. 
Q. Do you know whether your Board and its activities are 
presented to the Church at large in its gatherings, either in 
conferences at your annual conference or in cong·rega.tional 
n1eetings ~ . 
.A. As far back as I can remember the pastors in our Con-
ference in the matter of raising money for these benevolences 
have called attention to the fact and they usually do it with 
a good deal of emphasis because it is the strongest claim we 
have on our people, tl1a.t a part of the money raised is to 
care for the worn-out preachers and wido·ws and orphan chil-
dren of decased preachers. That is a custom with Metho-
dist preachers , everywhere. 
Q. I am going to digress just a moment. Mr. Preston re-
minds me I failed to ask you a question along the line we 
v\.·ere discussing just a moment ago. When your payments 
are made to superannuates or for the benefit of superannu-
ates how are they made; that is, to whom~ 
A. Well, usually there is a church treasurer and they are 
made to the church treasurer and in most cases we have a 
church treasurer. In some of our country· churches where 
. there isn't much organization the amount is paid oftentimes 
to the pre·acher in charge who has the responsibility of col-
lecting the various benevolences that represent 
page 106 ~ the interests of the Church. But ordinarily the 
amount is paid to the church treasurer. 
Q. I don't think you un,lerstood my question. vVhen your 
Conference Board of Finance makes its distribution of its 
funds to the superannuated preachers to \vhom does it make 
the payment? · 
A. It is made to the superannuated preacher himself. 
Q. Does your Conference Board ever make the' payment or 
a payment from your funds to the wife of a living superannu-
ate? · 
A. I have known that to be done in only two case~ aud in 
both instances with the consent of the huslJand himself; in 
one 'case the husband and wife were not living together and 
the consent of the husband was secured-well, in fact, in tho 
122 Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia. 
case I am not so sure whether they were living together or 
not, but, a.t any rate, in only two instances tha.t I know of 
have there been two checks dra:wn separately and in both 
cases they were drawn with the consent of the husband. 
Q. And why was that consent necessaryl 
. A. Well, because in one case the husband and wife were 
not living together; in the other case because the husband's 
tnind, in the opinion of the Board, was somewhat affected and 
'vhile no commission of lunacy or anything of tha.t sort had 
heen appointed we were of the opinion that his wife was 
more capable of handling his funds than he was, but as a con-
cession to his feelings-that was at this Confer-
page 107 ~ ence, by the way-I talked with him at first and 
it was entirely satisfactory to him that we draw 
two checks, one to him and one to his wife. 
Q. In summing up your testimony will you sta.te the classes 
vrhich the help of your Board is confined exclusively toY 
A. Well, the superannuated preachers, including, of course, 
their wives a.ud children who are regarded as being along 
with him-we never make any distinction between the 
preacher and hi'S family-and the widows and orphan chil-
dren under eig~teen years of age of deceased preachers, 
whether they died as superannuates or whether they died in 
the active work; and then there are a fe\v children of preach-
ers who are invalids who are dependent and helpless; that is, 
a list of specials over the age of eighteen to whom help is 
given. 
Q. The rep·ort says orphans of preachers in 1923. Does 
~·our Board give funds to the children of living active 
preachers? 
A. Never. Oh, you mean superannuated preachers' 
Q. The children of either. 
A. If a preacher is active we mean by that he is in the itin-
erant service, in the. traveling service. No, sir. These chil-
dren to ·whom-You mean after the death of such a preacher? 
Q. No. You stated in your answer-· I am just trying to 
get the facts-you stated in your answer that you confined 
· your gifts to superannuated preachers, which you 
page 108 ~ said included their wifes and children, making no 
distinction between them, and the widows and 
children of itinerant preachers . 
. A. That is preachers whether itinerant or superannuate. . 
Q. Then you said in special cases to invalid children over 
eighteen years of age. 
A. They are not the children who have living fathers.· 
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:By Mr. Meredith: 
Q. rrhey are orphans' 
.A. Yes. 
Bv Mr. Buford: 
· Q. What did you mean by saying you made no distinction 
between the wife and children and the husband \Vhen you 
spoke of superannuated preachers Y 
A. Well, we simply mean that the wives and children of 
superannuate. 
Q. The claim is paid to .whom 7 · 
A. To the superannuate, the husband and father. 
Q. And the wi~e and children enter into your determination 
of how much he shall receive f 
A. That is correct. 
Q. Now when I went back ~e 'vere discussing the publicity 
which the work of your committee received at the Confer-
-ence and the congregational meetings of your Church. Did 
you ever hear of a concern called the Society for the Relief 
()f the Preachers of the Virginia Conference, Methodist Epis-
copal Church, South, and their families, wdows and orphans 1 
A. Oh, yes. 
Q. Has that any official connection with the 
page 109 ~ Methodist Episcopal Church, South, Virginia 
Conference? 
A. It has.to the extent that the directors are elected annu-
ally, if I mistake not, by the Conference. 
Q. Do you know ''rhy that is do~e ~ 
A. Wny the members are elected by the Conference? 
Q. Yes. 
A. I couldn't sa.y that I know just exactly why it is done. 
Q. Is it· an organization of the Church~ 
A. I am not just prepared to give you the history of the 
Preachers Relief Society because I never had any official 
relation to it, never had any occasion to look into its history, 
but my impression is that it is a voluntary organization. It 
was brought about by reason of the fact that t.here were cer-
tain men who wanted to invest funds for the relief of the 
·preachers of the Gonference. . 
Q. Does. the Church, as a Church, in Virginia contribute 
to this Society 1 
A. No, not a dollar. 
Q. I don't know whether you can answer this queston or 
not, but do you know what class of people that Society helps Y 
A. Any preacher or preacher's . w:idow in distress. 
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Q. Does it undertake to take care of the superannuates of 
the Church~ 
A. Oh, no. 
Q. Do you know the method by which they determine who 
shall be helped~ 
A. Well, they have a board of directors and the 
page 110 ~ preachers of the Conference and the widows of 
preachers are invited to make known their finan-
cial situation to this board once a. year during the session of 
the annual Conference. They have certain invested funds 
and the interest on these funds is at their disposal for dis-
tribution. If a preacher has had some peculiar financial 
reverses, sickness in his family, whether he is in the active 
'vork or a superannuate, or if one of the preacher';s widows is 
in special financial distress, all of those people are invited 
to make known their wants to this board and the money is 
distributed by the board according to their best judgment-
by the board of directors. 
Q. Those receiving the benefits then make application for 
help1 
A. Yes. Only those making· application receive any bene-
fit. 
Q. What other agency of the Virginia Conference, other 
than your Board, assets the superannuated ministers of the 
·virginia Confe:vence? . · 
A. No other agency of our Conference, except, as I said, 
the General Board of :B,inance in which our Conference has 
an interest. . 
Q. Will you make it as clear as you can to what extent your 
Conference has an interest in that General Board? 
.A .• "\Veil, that Board is the creature of the General Confer-
ence of ·our Church. 
~fr. Meredith: Counsel for the individual defendants ex-
cepts to the questions and answers regarding what is briefly 
termed the Preaehers Relief Society because that Society is 
an incorporated institution with officers and its 
page 111 ~ objects, the purpose that it applies its money to, 
and all other facts can be ascertained from those 
who have managed it and from· Dr. Beckham who says he 
has had no connection with it officially, and that is the best 
evidence, and hence the questions and answers above are ex-
cepted to. 
Mr. Buford: In reply counsel for the C'onference Board 
states that the witness has testified to his many yea.rs of 
prominent service and connection with the Methodist Church 
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and has clearly shown his familiarity with the organiaztion 
that Church and is, therefore, competent to state whether 
the Preachers R.elief Society is an agency of the Church and, 
if so, of what nature. The ,vitness further stated that he was 
aware of the method of that Society in determining how the 
distribution of its funds should be·made and such information 
is not available from the public records referred to by Mr. 
Meredith. 
By ~f r. Buford : 
Q. Doctor, are you familiar with the Doctrines and Dis-
cipline of your Church as published f 
A. I think so; fairly so. 
Q. Are you sufficiently familiar with them to state whether 
i~ that Discipline any mentioJl is made of the Preachers Re-
lief Society just referred to 1 
A. There is no mention made in our book of 
page 112 ~ Doctrines and Discipline of the Preachers Re-
lief Society. 
Q. Is there ai1y provision in·your Discipline for the organi-
zation of that corporation Y 
A. No, sir. In our book of .Discipline, you mean. 
Q. Now define briefly 'vhat this work wlhich we have called 
the Doctrines and Discipline of your Ohur.ch representst 
What does it stand for in the life and organization of your 
Church~ 
A. Well, it includes all of our articles of faith and all of 
the laws regulating ail of the affairs of the Church and the 
method of organization of all of the boards of the Church. 
Q. Is it the ecclesiastical law of your Church, so to speak o! 
..A.. Yes ; complete. · 
Q. Is your Church and the members, both clerical and lay, 
bound by it? · 
A. Entirely so. 
CROSS EXAMINATION. 
By 1\Ir. Meredith : 
·Q. Dr. Beckham, turning· first to the claim of the Confer-
ence Board of Finance on what we will call for short tl1e 
1\l[ethodist Episcopal Church, South, will you please look at 
Section :355 of your Discipline and say whether that does 
not state accurately and correctly the number and method of 
election of that Board Y 
A. Yes, that does. 
-----~---------------------------------------
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page 113 ~ Note: Section 355 read into the record as fol-
lows: 
'' 355. Each Annual Conference shall organize a Confer-
ence Board of Finance, composed of one lay member from 
each District, and an equal number of clerical members, 'vhich 
shall be auxiliary to the Board of Finance and shall have 
c·harge of all tl1e interests and 'vork of providing for the Con-
f(?rence claimants, except as provided for by the General 
Board. ( 645, 646, 690.) The Conference Board of Finance 
shall annually estimate the amount tha.t will probably be 
necessary to provide a reasonable support for the ensuing· 
year for the superannuated preachers, and the widows and 
o'rphaned c.hildren of deceased members of the Conference, 
and recommended this amount for assessment upon the Con-
ference, as other funds are assessed upon the Annual Confer-
ence. (693, 697, 700.) 
Q. I see that section says each .Annual Conference shall 
organize a Confe·rence Board of Finance? 
A. Yes. 
Q. So, then, the members of that Board of Finance are 
elected bv each Annual Conference? 
A. Th~t is true. 
Q. For one year 1 
A. No; four years. 
Q. Where is the statement about four years? 
A. It dnsn/t seeem to appear in that paragraph, but, as a 
matter of fact, I know that has been the invariable custom 
of our Conference and, I suppose, of all the Conferences. 
You notice that does not say it shall be for one 
page 114 ~ year. 
Q. I admit that is true, but how could you 
h!lve an annual election if they are elected for four years? 
The term annual means they are elected annually, doesn 'fit 1 
A. No; annual is simply the technical name of our body. 
Ii' means by that that our Conference meets every year, but 
doesn't do the same thing every year. As a matter of fact, 
'"'e do not elect this vear. It doesn't mean that the Confer-
ence has to do the same thing over every year because it is 
ealled an Annual Conference. That is simply the t.echnieal 
name, just like the Baptists, Presbyterians, ete. Where the 
provision is in this law for the appointment of these boards 
once in four years I am not just able at this moment to see; 
in fact, I am not sure it is provided for. It may be simply 
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a custom without its being provided for by the law of the 
Church. 
Q. You have just testified that that Discipline is the law 
of the Church, not only of its religious doctrines, but of 
its management and authority of its officers and subdivisions, 
societies and boards f 
.A .. ·Yes. 
Q. Now I again repeat my question, without wishing at 
all to be forward. Will you kindly point out to me where any 
member of your Board is elected for four years? 
A. I am trying to see if I can find it now. Paragraph 646 : 
here is a paragTaph that would indicate it: "It is admissi-
ble for the presiding elders, acting as a Committee on Nomi-
nations, to ma.ke nominations to fill vacancies in 
page 115 }- the quadrennial boards, except in the case of · 
boards touching which the Discipline makes other 
provision." You notice 355 refers to paragraph 646. This 
is a quadrennial board. 
Q. ~rhat is what you say? . . 
A. It is true, too. Some other paragraph in the Discipline 
"'rill show it. 
Q. ~lay I ask you, without anything except just to get a.t 
the facts, to look that up and inform the stenog-rapher where 
that ean be found in the Discipline~ 
A. I will do that. I am sure I can do it because that is a 
quadrennial board. I don't seem to be able to find it just 
at this moment, but I ·will try and see if I can find it. I know 
that is a custom. '\Vhether the law provided for it or not J 
couldn't say without looking further into it. 
Q. Now the duty of this Conference Board of Finance, as 
prescribed in the Discipline, is annually to estimate the 
amount that will probably be necessary to provide a reason-
able SUJPport for the ensuing year for the superannuated 
preachers, and the wido,vs and orphaned children of deceased 
members of .the Conference, and recommend this amount for 
assessment upon the Conference, as other funds are assessed 
upon the 1~nnual Conference~ 
A. Yes. 
Q. Now that is the duty of the Board to make that a.s-
s~ssment¥ 
A. That is one duty. 
Q. Now that fund, then, that you distribute is raised by an 
assessment upon your various congTegations ~ 
A. In part. It is raised that Wiay in part. We 
page 116 ~ have, as I told you a while ago, other ways. 
Q. But the main source is that' 
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A. The largest amount we receive is from the assessment. 
Q. There is an. annual assessment 1 
A. Yes~ 
(~~ And you expect as f~r as possible to distribute them 
during the coming year Y 
.A .• Yes. 
Q. Ho'v have those figures been made up as to what you will 
need for the purposes of the superannuates and widows and 
childrenY 
A. vV ell, of course, the amount we assess the churches is 
not sufficient to give to the old preachers a;nd the widows 
and orphans of deceased preachers as much as they ought to 
have, but we have been gradually trying to increase that 
amount through the years. We put on as much as we think 
- the churches will stand. 
Q. ·what the traffic will bear? 
A. Yes, 've would raise as much as we could, but we ask 
for as much as we reasonably think 've ought to do. 
Q. Is that done by the Conference Board of Finance or 
by the Budget Board ~ 
A. That is done by the Conference Board of Finance. 
Q. What does the Budget Board do? · 
A. The Budget Committee passes on the amounts from all 
the boards, including the Board of Finance. They decide 
whether they will grant us what 've a.sk for or more or less 
and that makes up the budget for the Conference. 
Q. So you make up the assessment, what you 
page 117 }- think is right and proper, ru1d it is referred .then 
to the Budget Board and they allo'v you what 
they think you ought to have for the yearY 
A. Yes.~. 
Q. Then your next duty is prescribed by 356, that you dis-
tribute that money annually reecived on assessments to the 
superannuated preachers and widows and orphans of the de-
ceased members of the Conference 1 
A. Yes, that money and 'vhatever other we receive from 
other sources. 
Q. It says otherwise. Now the otherwise you have stated 
in· your J·eport for this year that you ref erred to just now 
and that consists of the interest on certain runds? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Which was turned over to you by those who hold those 
funds in trustY 
.l\.. That is correct. 
Q. But your Conference Board of Finance do sen 't hoJrl 
those funds in trust 1 
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. l\.. No, we do not. . 
Q. They are held by outsiders Y · 
· A. They are held by the Preachers Relief Society in one 
instance and the trustees in others. 
Q. ·You have nothing to do with the corpus of the fund~ 
A. No. . 
Q. Or the investment or management of it Y 
A. We do not. 
Q. But receive from them as a part of the 
page 118 ~ money to be distributed to these superannuated 
preac.hers, which you do i 
A. That is correct. 
Q. And that is the other source of income you have Y 
A. Yes. 
Q. And those are the two sources of income you have Y 
A. We get some mo.ney from the publishing house and some 
from the General Board of Finance. 
Q. Also from the General Board of Methodist Episcopal 
Church South? · 
A. St. Louis. 
Q. Will you point out in your Discipline any authority for 
the Conference Board of Finance to receive a corpus of a 
fund, 'vith authority under that to invest and re-invest, use 
and manage that corpus as a trustee would manage it? 
A. ·well, I don't know that there is any such provision 
as that made specifically in the Discipline. I know what our 
custom has been and that has been ·when we have received 
a number of bequests of this kind to put those bequests either 
as we have done in the hands of the Preachers Relief or in-
individual trustees. 
Q. Tha.t is where it has been left by la'v it would have to 
go to somebody who would have the power to hold that fund 
arid manage itT 
..t\. I don't know a.bou t that. 
~Ir. Buford: Objected to as involving a legal point'. 
Q. Now what has been done in such cases where there 
has been a fund such as you speak of in your re-
page 119 ~ port this year ~ · 
A. My impression is that in the case of these 
small accounts-none of them very large-I think in the 
case of the Bagley bequest, for example-I can't speak au-
thoritatively because my memory is somewhat at fault, I don't 
recall exac.tly how that was ~anaged, but my impression is 
that Mr. Bagley left some thousands of dollars to our Board 
130 Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia. 
to be invested that we might use the interest on those in-
vestments to help the superannuated preachers, and my recol-
lection is--do you remember, Brother Byrd, was it not true 
that this Board asked the Conference--! am sure I am cor-
rect about that-or asked the Gonference to approve our plan 
for putting this bequest in the hands of the Preachers Relief 
Society to he administered hy them, 'veto receive the interest 
on that. 
Q. That was because you didn't have authority to hold it 
yourselves 1 
A. Well, 've didn't say we didn't have authority. That is 
the way w·e preferred to do it. 
Q. What you did would show you didn't because you turned 
it. over to the Prea·chers Relief Society? 
A. That was an incorporated body and ours was not and 
we requested them to hold this fund for use and w·e received 
the interest. 
Q. Under their corporate powers the Preachers Relief So-
ciety had a. right to .hold the fund and you didn't have the 
right? 
A. I don't know whether we had the right or 
page 120 ~ not. I suppose we might have appointed some 
trustees from the Board as individuals to handle 
this fund. 
Q. rrhat is a mere supposition y 
i\.. Yes. 
Q. As far as the Discipline is concerned you lmow you 
diLln 't? 
A. No; the Discipline doesn't deny us authority. 
Q. The Discipline is what you are required to do, not that 
you don't do? 
A. '11he Discipline is not supposed, I take it, to cover every 
emergency that arises in the affairs of the Board. · 
Q. But with a matter of such importance as a. bequest of 
a large surrt of money, you are satisfied that under the Dis-
cipline you ought not to hold that~ 
A. I am not a.t all satisfied. 
Q. Your Board was satisfied 7 
A. No, sir. 
Q. And turned it over to the Preachers Relief? 
A.· That doesn't mean we weren't authorized to do it or 
might not haYe done it, but that was a convenient method 
that 've chose of handling tha.t particular fund. 
Q. The donor did not authorize you to turn it over to the 
Preachers Relief Fund, did he 1 
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A. I told you I didn't remember aU the particulars of the 
case. I don't think so. I don't remember. _ 
Q. No,v will you turn me to your report for the year 1923 
where the follo,ving figures are set out which have already .. 
been read you about the superannuates and wives, etc. Y 
A. There are thirty-seven superannuates 1n 
page 121 ~ 1923. . 
Q. This says thirty-two . 
. :\. He miscounted. l will count them again to be certain. 
(Witness counts names) There are thirty-seven. 
Q. Do you know the handwriting of the Rev. J. T. Whitty? 
A. I think so. 
Q. He is secretary of the Preachers Relief FundY 
A. Yes. 
Q. Is that letter signed by him? (Exhibiting letter.) 
A. That looks like his handwriting to me. 
Q. To the best of your knowledge and beJief that is his sig-
nature~ 
A. Yes. 
Q. He states here that the Conference Annual of 1923 
showed the number of superannuates to be thirty-two . 
. A. He is in error. 
Q. Because on pages 136 and 137. the names of those super-
annuates are set out Y 
A. Yes. 
Q ... A.nd there a.re thirty-seven~ 
·A. Yes. 
Q. ·where did you stop at¥ 
A. Rjg·ht there (indicating). 
Q. So, according to your report, it should be thirty-seven 
~:nte,rest of thirty-two~ 
A. I think so. 
(~. Now as to the wives of superannuates he says thirty. 
A. I will count them. (Witness counts) Thirty-four. 
Q. You make it thirty-four? 
A. Yes. 
page 122 ~ Q. Now he says widows of deceased preach-
ers-
1'Ir. Buford: I wish you would put in the record who "He" 
is. 
Q. The figures I referred to above are taken from a letter 
which you say is signed by the Rev. J. T. Whitly, secretary 
·of the Preachers R.elief Fund. Now the next figure Mr. 
vVhitlv gives is widows of deceased preachers. He says 
thirty~four. 
A. Eighty-five. 
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Q. I must have misread it. I said thirty-four; it is eighty-
four. . 
.A. I make it eighty-five on this list. 
Q. Now the children of living or deceased preachers¥ 
A. You want all the children. · 
Q. I suppose so. He has got down here thirty-six . 
..:-~. I make it thirty-four .. 
Q. And he show:s orphans of . preachers, special needs, 
eighteen. 
A. Eighteen is correct. 
Q. Now you have already testified that the board of direc-
tors of the Preachers Relief Fund-is that the way you call 
itt . 
A. Preachers Relief Society. 
Q. -are annually elected by the Conference. 
A. Yes, I think so. 
l~. And Mr. Whitly is the secretary of that relief fund, 
is he not? 
A. Yes. 
Q. I have in my hand this letter which you have already 
said was signed by him in which he says, speaking 
page 123 ~ of the Preachers R~lief Society. ''In the distri-
bution of funds at the last Annual Conference do-
nations '\Vere made to nineteen superannuates, five men in 
active service, thirty-one widows of deceased ministers and 
ten orphans of dceased ministers''. Are those figures cor-
rect? 
A. I don't kno'\v. 
Q. You said that the board of directors were elected by the 
Annual Conference Y 
A. Yes, I think so. 
Q. Can you find that for me in there~ 
A. Yes, I think so. I find it upon pages 124,-1925 and 126 
of the Virginia Conference Annual for the yea.r 1923. 
Q. Can you from that report show• me what are the correct 
figures or 'vhether these figures I read to you a.re or are not 
correct¥ 
}\... I see the list here. 
Q. Take up the nineteen superannuates. How many are 
reported there Y 
.A. I am not sure. It is a little hard for me to carry in 
mind, but I could by comparing that list with this one over 
here. 
By Mr. Buford: 
Q. What is the cause of the difficulty? 
\ 
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A. Well, I would have to compare this list with that. 
Q. Why would you have to make a comparison 7 
.A. Because I have to find out from this list published by 
the Preachers Relief Society of their claimants, 
page 124 ~ which of the preachers whose names appear on 
this list were on the superannuate list. I can do 
that I think, in a little while if it is necessary I should. What 
are his ·figures ~ 
By :hir. Meredith: 
Q. Nineteen for superannuates. 
A. I think that probahly is correct. It seems to be. 
· Q. Now he has five men in active service. 
Mr. Buford: This line of questioning is objected to upon 
the grounds that the statements of J\{r. Whitly being read into 
the record by counsel from the letter are purely hearsay. 
If counsel wishes .to know the number of superannuated and 
other preachers relieved by the Preachers Relief Society then 
let him ask the witness to look at the report in the official rec-
ords of the Church and state from the report how many were 
so assisted. 
Mr. Meredith: That is what I am asking. 
~1.r. Buford: You are getting his testimony in the record. 
Counsel further moves that all of the foregoing questions by 
Mr. Meredith based upon statements made by 1Yir. Whitly 
be stricken from the record as improper. 
Q. Now see whether there are fiv~ active men. 
A. That seems to be correct. 
Q. Now thirty-one 'vidows of deceased ministers. 
A. Ther~ are only thirty. 
Q. Now ten orphans of deeea.sed ministers. Is that correct 
in the report of the Society? 
.A. Yes, that is right; then. 
page 125 ~ Q. Now according to this report on page 126 
what are the total assets of the Preachers Relief 
Society as set out in the Annual of 1923? 
A. The total assets, aecording to this report, seem to be 
$79,849.63. 
Q. How is that divided? 
A. Cash on hand, $2,849.63; loans secured by deed of trust, 
$77,000. 
Q. Now the loans secured by deed of trust the interest 
from that $77,000 is used in taking care of these people? 
A. Yes. 
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Q. Now this Society helps superannuates and it helps wid-
ows and orphans of deceased members of the Conference, 
and the Conference Board of Finance does the same thing 1 
A. It also helps preachers in the active service; we do not, 
but they do. 
Q. In the two fields of superannuates and wi.do,vs and or-
phans of deceased members both of you help iu that same 
field? 
A. Yes, but they help in another field in ·which we do not 
h(~lp. 
Q. How do you keep from having duplication in the two 
fielrls in which you work? 
A. \Vhy, we have nothing to do with their work and they 
have nothing to do with our work. We do not confer back-
'vftrds and forwards, we do not send our reports to them to 
compare with their figures and they do not send theirs to us. 
Q. Count't they acquaint themselves with what 
page 126 ~ report you had made· to the Budget Committee as 
to what you intended for or needed for superan-
nuates for the next year~ . 
A. Oh, yes, they can; in fact, it is published in the annual 
every year. (.l. You say it is? We will say a 'vidow of a preacher who 
'vaR in active service, but he has died she wants assistance; 
she comes and applies to you; they also give her help-
A. She doesn't have to apply to us; she goes on our Board 
untomatically. 
(~. Now suppose you !eared that she was receiving assist-
mwe from the Preachers Relief Fund-
A. 'Ve are very glad to know it. 
Q. Would you give her the same amount T 
.A .. Oh, yes. That bas nothing to do with our claim. 
Q. That is an added amount of help' 
A. 1res. · 
Q. That is an added amount of help that comes from the 
Preachers Relief FundY 
.A. Yes; it is added if they chose to add it. She applies 
to them, but there isn't ~nything systematical about it, noth-
ing required, no law of the Church or Conference requiring 
them to do anything; it is an entirely independent orga.ni-
r.a t.ion that does its own 'vork in its own way and reports to 
the Conference what it has done. I don't think it requires a 
vote of the Conference even to accept the report. 
Q. Now at the opening of this Conference An-
page 127 ~ nual for 1923 I see the officers, boards and com-
mittees of the Virginia Annual Conference are 
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given, starting- out ,vith the president Bishop Candler, and so 
on down to your Conference Board, yourself as president, 
then your Board of Missions, then your Board of Church 
Extension, your Board of Temperance and Social Reform, 
your Conference Hospital Board, and then I see directors of 
the Preachers Relief Society, giving the president as E. G. 
1\foseley, J. C. Reed vice-president, J. T. Whitley, secretary-
treasurer. Thus it seems to be, according to your annual re-
port of 1923, one of the boards of your Church. 
A. Not at all. ':flbat is simply put there for convenience 
and information. The boards of the Church are provided 
for in the Discipline and there isn't a word in the Discipline 
about the Preachers Relief. 
Q. Then the fact they have to report to you-
A. They do not have to report to us. That is surely a vol-
untary matter, a.s I understand it. Their reports are not 
passed on by the vote of the Conference; it is simply a mat-
ter of information. i 
Q. They do report to . you~ 
A. Yes, but they do not have to. We have another society 
there of the same kind; that is the Rosebud Missionary So-
ciety and its officers are put there and their reports incor-
porated in the Annual, but we do not pass on their reports, 
hnve nothing to do with them. · 
Q. Does the Annual Conference elect the board of direc-
tors of the Ros~bud Missionary Society1 
A. No, I think not. I think their directors are elected by 
the Society. 
page 128 ~ Q. But the Annual Conference does elect the 
board of directors of the Preachers R.elief So-
ciety? 
A. Yes. 
Q. I hand you a copy of the charter and by-laws of the 
Preachers Relief Society-
Mr. Buford: I ohject to its introduction in this form. · 
Mr. 1\feredith: I will check it up with the Acts of 1884 when 
I get the time. 
Q. Is that a correct copy as far as you know~ 
A .. I don't know .. I take for granted it is. I am not an 
officer of this board, never had any official relation to it, 
never had any occasion to look into it. It seems to be. 
Q. You have seen one of those folders hefore? 
A.. :yes, I expect I have. 
Q. You see marked on here the changes. 
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.A .• I have no doubt that is their incorporation. 
Q. Now, then, I see under their charter, section 9 of it is 
as follo,vs: ''This said corporation (meaning the Preachers 
Relief Society) shall keep a record of their proceedings and 
all moneys received and ho'v disposed of which shall at all 
time be subjest to the inspection of the said Conference.'' 
Mr. Buford: It is understood all these questions based upon 
the charter are objected to. 
Q. Now you ha.v'e in a general.way described the origin of 
the General Board of Finance and its relation to the Metho-
dist Episcopal Church, South, as a whole¥ 
'A. Yes. 
page 129 ~ Q. And that is contained in sections 343 to 354 
of the Discipline of the Church 1 
A .. Yes. 
Note: Sections ~43 to 354, inclusive, read into the record ac::; 
follows: 
GENERAL BOARD OF FINANCE. 
343. The support of the Conference claimants of the Metho-
djst Episcopal Church, South, formerly administered by the 
Trustees of the l\fethodist Episcopal Church, South, and the 
Joint Boards of Finance of the several ..A)mual Conferences, 
shall hereafter be conducted under the following provisions 
and regulations: 
344. There shall he a Board of Finance, consisting of a 
President, Vice President, Secretary, Treasurer, and twenty-
one ~Ianagers, composed of three Bishops, nine traveling 
preachers and nine lay members,· to be elected quadrennially 
bv the General Conference on nomination of the Committee 
·on Conference Claimants, excepting the Secretary who shall 
be elected by ballot as ·are the other connectional officers; and 
to continue in office until their successors a.re elected and ac-
cept. · The Board shall fill all vacancies that .may occur dur-
ing the intervals of the General Conference. It shall be the 
duty of tl1e Board to require good and sufficient bond of all 
officers responsible for its funds. 
page 1.30 ~ 345. This Board shan be incorporated and or-
ganized under the name and style of ''The Board 
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of Finance of the Methodist Episcopal Church South'", un-
der the laws of the State of Missouri, with its principal of-
fice at St. Louis, and be subject to such amendme~ts, to its 
charter as may from time to time be adopted under the sanc-
tion of the General Conference of the Methodist Episcopal 
Church, South, subject, howeYer to such rules and regula-
tions as may be prescribed by the General Conf.erence not 
contrary to sa.id charter nor in excess of the powers that 
rrtay he thereunder lawfully exercised, and to be subject to 
the rules and regulations, usages and discipline of the Metho-
dist Episcopal Church, South, now existing or hereafter to 
be created. 
246. The Secretary shall be the executive .officer of the 
Board, conducting its correspondence under its direction, and 
shall be subject to the authority and control of the Board, by 
whom his salary shall be fixed and paid. He may be a mem-
hP.r of auy Annual Conference, but ~hall reside where the 
Board is located. 
347. The Board shall be located in St. Louis, Missouri, and 
shall meet annually. and at such other 'times as the Board or 
the President and Secretary map appoint. Eleven shall con-
stitute a quorum. The fiscal year of the Board shall close 
on March 31. 
348. The Board shall have authority to regulate its own 
proceedings; to determine what amount the· General Confer-
. ence shall be asked to assess the Church annually 
page 131 ~ for the General Superannuate Endowment Fund, 
and for distribution to the superannuates and 
widows of preachers and for the expenses of the Board, and 
the collections on the annual assessment authorized by the 
General Conference for said purpose shall be remitted by 
the respective Annual Conference Treasurers direct to the 
Board of Finance at its headquarters in St. Louis, J\fissouri, 
in acc.ordance with the law of the Church concerning the 
remittance of collections or assessments for connectional or 
general work; to appropria.te money to pay incidental ex-· 
penses ; to determine the amount to distribute to the ·SeYeral 
claimants on this Fund, as may hereinafter be. provided; 
and to do such other business as may be legitimate and 
proper for it to do; provided, however, that no money shall be 
appropriated for otl1er purposes than the support of Confer-
ence claimants, and tl1at no part of the capital of tl1e endow-
138 Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia. 
ment funds of the Board shall ever be spent or appropriated 
for any purpose. 
349. The Board shall have authority to raise or receive 
from the Board of Trustees of the Methodist · Episcopal 
Church, South, and from other proper sources, funds and 
properties for the .Superannuate EndoW!IDent Fund; to re-
ceive and hold in trust, in the interest of the superannuated 
preachers and the 'viclows of preachers of the Methodist Epis-
copal Church, South, real or personal property, and sell and 
convey it for the use herein declared; to receive 
page 132 ~ from any Annual Conference or Annual Confer-
ence, or Board of Trustees for superannu-
ated preachers, or fr.om any other person, body, or 
organizatio:rf, any funds belonging to ·or constituting 
Superannuate Endowment Funds and to hold, invest, 
administer and disburse these funds upon the same 
terms and conditions as were applicable to them in the hands 
of the person, Confer·ence, body or organization originally 
holding them, to invest funds, on adequate security to be de-
termined hy the Board, the interest from which shall be paid 
annually under the rules of the Board to the superannuated 
preachers and widows of preachers of the Methodist Episco-
pal Church, .South. These provisions shall apply to all Su-
perannuate Endowment Funds now in the hands of the Board 
of Trustees or other bodies herein above specified, or which 
shall hereafter come into their hands. 
350. It sha;U be la,vful for the Board to accept contribu-
tions to its funds from any person or persons capable of 
making them, subjec.t to annuities, payable to the order of 
the person or persons making such donations; but all amounts 
so received shall be loaned on adequate security or securi-
ties, and the aggregate amount of the annuties that the Board 
shall assume to pay shall never be allowed to exceed one-
naif of the interest receivabJe by saj.d Board. 
351. The Board shall have authority to establish coopera-
.tive, participating, annuity, or other plans, for the use of the 
traveling preachers of the Methodist Episcopal 
page 133 ~ Church, South, looking to better provision for 
their oid age and for their families; provided, 
that it shall not place in jeopardy the permanent or endow-
~l.ent fuuds Qf t:be BnaTd'. 
i -
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352. Funds available for appropriation annually by this· 
Board shall be distributed to the claimants of the Methodist 
Episcopal Church, South, as follows : 
(1) To the superannuated preaches, on the basis of years 
of service. . 
(2) To the widows of deceased preachers, on the basis of 
the number of years that they have been the wives of effective 
traveling preachers; and the amount shall be two-thrids of 
that paid to the superam1uated preachers for a like number· 
of effective years of service (698). 
353. This Board shall be authorized to receive from Con-
ference Boards of Finance funds and properties, to invest 
tl1em, and to pay the income therefrom to these Boards in 
the interest of their claimants. 
354. It shall be the duty of the Secretary of each Annual 
Conference to certify to the Secretary of this Board the 
names and years of active service of the superannuated 
preachers and of the widows of preachers of the Annual Con-
ference. 
Q. Now you further stateq that your Conference Board 
of Finance had no relation to that General Board 7 
A. Except what the Discipline provides. I haven't re-
freshed my mind recently. I don't know what the relation is. 
(~. If you will pa:rdon me, you didn't' put it that way. You 
said positively there was no relationship between the Con-
fel'ence Board-
Q. No'v I see under section 355 the following: 
page 134 ~ ''Each Annual Conference shall organize a Con-
ference Board of Finance (that is the Board you 
are on) composed of one lay member from each District, a.nd 
an equal number of clerical members, which shall be auxiliary 
to the Board of Finance (that is the General Board of Fi~ 
nance) and shall have charge of all the interests and work of 
providing for the Conference claimants, except as provided 
for by the General Board". So you are an auxiliary of the 
. General Board of Finance 7 
A. That is correct. 
Q. NO'\\'" turning to the General B·oard of Finance, that is 
.an incorporated institution, isn't it? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Under the name and style of The Board of Finance of 
.• 
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the Methodist Episcopal Church, .South, and its principal of-
fice in the city of St. Louis? 
A. Yes. 
Q. It has a similar duty of distribution, has it not, to the 
superannuates and widows of preachers and for the expen-
ses of the Board, and the .collections ·on the annual assess-
ment authorized by the G-eneral Conference for said pur-
pose shall be remitted by the ~espective Annual Conference 
Treasurers direct to the Boa:vd of Finance at its headquarters . 
in St. Louis, Missouri, in ·accordance with the law of the 
Church concerning the remittance of collections on assess-
ments for connectional or general·work. That is right, isn't 
it? 
A. Yes. 
Q. It, however, has this proviso: "No money 
page 135 ~ shall be appropriated for other purposes than 
the support of Conference claimants, and that no 
part of the capital of the endowment funds of the Board 
shall ever be spent or appropriated for any purpose." That 
is right, isn't it? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Further, that corporation has the powers contained in 
section 349 and one of those powers is to allow any Annual, 
Conference Board now holdig any such funds to turn it over 
to tl1e GP.neral Conference Board. Isn't that right~ 
A. You mean tha.t Board has the power to receive moneys 
from the Annual Conference to be invested Y 
Q. Yes, that is the law. · 
Q. And it must hold such a fund under the same terms and 
conditions as your Conference would have held ·it or the body 
which originally held it Y ' 
A. I don't know that I quite catch you. 
Q. ''And disburse these funds upon the same terms and 
conditions as were applicable to them in the hands of the 
person, Conferenoo, body or organization originally holding 
them". Is that rightY 
. .\.. It seems to be. Of course. Yes, whatever it says there. 
Q. Then in the last sentence of 349 we have this: ''These 
provisions shall apply to all Superannuate Endowment 
Funds now in the hands of the Board of Trustees or other 
bodies herein above spec.ied, or which shall hereafter come 
in to their hands ''. 'rhat is correct isn't it Y 
A. Well, yes. 
page 136 ~ Q. I have read it correctly? 
A. Oh, you have read it correctly.· The ques-
tion is what does it mean. 
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Q. No'v section 353: "This Board shall be authorized ·to 
receive from Conference Boards of Finance funds and prop-
erties, to invest them, and to pay the income therefro.m to 
these Boards in the interest of their claimants''. 
A. That is correct. 
Q. Now there is a body that has a right to hpld, invest, 
disburse and administer these funds Y 
.A. Yes. · · 
Q. Let's see if we can find another body. Now I call your 
attention to section 552 of the Discipline 1922 which is as fol· 
lows: 
"552. There shall be located at Nashville~ Tennessee, an 
incorporated Board of Trustees, under the name of ''The 
Board of Trustees of the Methodist Episcopal Church, 
South'', composed of .ten members, five ministers and five lay-
members, appointed by the General Conference on the nomi-
nation of the Committee on Boundaries and Finance; of whom 
two ministers and three laymen shall hold office for four 
years, and three ministers and two laymen for eight years, 
all vacancies to be filled quadrennially by the General Confer-
ence. Vacancies occurring during the intervals of General 
Conferences shall be filled by the Board, and persons so 
elected shall hold office until the next session of the General 
Cunference.'' 
And section 553 provides as follows: 
page 137 ~ '' 553. The duty of this Board shall be to re-
ceive, collect, and hold in trust for the benefit 
of the Methodist Episcopal Church, South, any and all dona-
tions, bequests, devises, legacies, and grants of lands, per-
sonal estate, or funds in trust, etc., that may be given or con-
veyed to the Board, or to the Methodist Episcopal Church, 
South, as suc.h, for any benevolent, religious, or charitable 
objecl., and to administer this property and its proceeds in 
accordance with the directiens of the donor or testator, and 
of the interests of the Church contemplated by such donors 
or testators under the direction of the General Conference. 
A. Yes, that is correctly read. 
A. And that section goes on further to say as follows: 
''and, having accepted· in good faith under the conditions 
imposed any gift or bequest in trust for any one or more 
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of the benevolent, religious, or charitable societies, or other 
institutions under the patronage or direction of the Church, 
the Board shall be responsible only for its careful and eco-
nomical administration, and shall not be held to account to 
tl~e beneciary or beneciaries thereof, either for the fund or 
the annuat income therefrom, or interest thereon, beyond 
what may be secured through good faith and ordinary dili-
gence, and all necessary expenses ·arising from the care of 
administration of any trust shall be charged to that account. 
554. All persons wishing to make donations, devises, or be-
quests for the use of the Methodist Episcopal Church, South, 
or for one of its Annual Conferences, are re-
page 138 ~ quested to make their donations, devises, or bt-
quests directly to ''The Board of Trustees of the 
~f ethodist Episcopal Church, South''. 
That is c.orect, isn't it ? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Now, then, your Discipline contains two bodies, both of 
them incorporated; one of them, the Board of Finance of the 
~Iethodist Episcopal Church, South; and the other, the Board 
of Trustees of the Methodist Episcopal Church, .South, and 
each of those boards have authority to receive funds, invest 
them, hold them in trust, and administer and disburse them 
as the wishes of the donor may require. Will you point out 
to me any other body in the Discipline that has that power 
or authoritv? 
A. No, I ·don't know of any. 
Q. Doctor, please look at this letter dated April 24th, 1924, 
addressed to the Virginia Trust Company, and say whether 
you wrote and signed it' 
A. Yes, that is my letter. 
Q. Will you please read it into the record: 
A. (Witness reading) 
'• Virginia Trust Company, 
Richmond, V ~., 
l)ear Sirs: 
Yours of the 23rd has been received. 
Kindly have one of your representatives see Dr. J. N. La-
tham, pastor of Centenary 1\fethodist Church in Richmond, 
and ·ask him to show you a -copy of the Virginia Conference 
Annual in w·hich my name appears as chairman of the Vir-
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ginia Conference Board of Finance and to show 
page 139 ~ you from the book of Discipline 1922 what the du-
ties of a Conference Board of Finance are. This 
I think will meet all the requirements named in your letter. 
"\Vith kind regards, I am 
Sincerely yours, 
B.M.BECKHA.M, 
Chairman, Virginia Conference 
Board of Finance.'' 
RE-DIRECT EXAMINATION. 
By ~Ir. Buford: 
Q. Doctor, in answer to some of Mr. Meredith's questions 
you undertook to give the number of wives of superannu-
ates shown in your Board's report publised in the 1923 An-
nual which your Board assisted and you stated thirty-four, 
whereas thirty-seven superannuated were assist~d. What 
did you mean by saying that thirty-seven superannuates were 
acssisted and thirty-four wives of superannuates were as-
sisted? · 
A. I meant thirty-four of these superannuates had living 
wives and thre of them did not. · 
Q. The wives were not assisted separate and apart from 
their hushanas Y 
A. No, sir. 
Q. In the same questions Mr. Meredith, perhaps inadvert-
ently, asked you to look at that report and to tell how many 
children of living or deceased preachers were assisted by 
your Board and your reply w.as thirty four. Did you mean 
to say that of those thirty-four children there were children 
of living preachers assisted separate and apart from their 
fathers? 
A. Oh, no. In every case the claim of the child 
page 140 ~ where the father is living goes through the fa-
. ther. 
Q. IIow· did you estimate or figure. the number which 
you gave to Mr. ~ieredith in response to his question as to the 
children who were assisted Y 
A. I just counted from the list the total number of chil-
dren put down. · 
Q. If the list showed, the Rev. So-and So and wife a.nd two 
children, in your answer you were counting those children as 
two children~ 
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A. Certainly. Those were two of the number in that in-
stance. 
· Q. Mr. Meredith referred you to various sections of your 
Discipline with reference to the General Board Finance and 
particularly With reference to your Conference Board of Fi-
nance and called attention to the fact that your Conference 
Board was auxiliary to the Board of 'Finance which was the 
General Board Y 
A. Yes. 
Q. Has that General Board ever exercised any supervision 
over your operations Y 
A. None on earth. . 
Q. Does it have any charge of the superannuates of the 
Virginia Confernce, except to apportion to tpem some por-
tion of the funds which they receive from the Church at 
large? · 
A. That is all, as far as I understand. 
Q. He had you read into the record Section 552, 553 .and 
554 of the Discipline relating to the Board of Trustees of the 
Methodist Episcopal Church South. Does that Board of 
Trustees have any control whatsoever over your disposition 
of the funds which come to your Conference 
page 141 ~Board? 
. A. None at all. 
Q. He asked you to point to any article of the Discipline 
where you are authorized to invest trust funds. Can you 
point me to any article in your Discipline where you are pre-
vented or denied the right to invest trust funds, either di-
rectly or through such agency as you ID:ight select.? 
A. I cannot. 
Q. Is there any such provision in the Discipline Y 
A. None that I know of . 
. And further this deponent saith not. 
Signature waived. 
State of Virginia, 
City of Richmond, to-wit: 
I, A. C. Williams, a notary public in and for the city afore-
said in the State of Virginia, do he~eby certify that the fore-
going deposition of Benjamin M. Beckham was duly taken and 
sworn to before me at the time and place stated in the cap-
tion thereto, the signature of the witness being waived by 
counsel for all parties. . 
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Given under my. hand this 20th day of October, ~925. 
My commission expires October 16th, 1928. 
A. C. WILLIAMS, 
Notary Public. 
page 142 r. STIPULATION OF COUNSEL. 
Filed in Court Under Decree of June 1"3, 1928. 
Virginia Trust Company, Executor of the last Will and Tes-
tament of Loulic B. Doggett, dec 'd, 
vs. 
Pattie G. Ji,itzgerald, and others. 
Stipulation of Counsel. 
Subje~t to the rights hereinafter reserved, it is agreed by 
and between the attorney for the plaintiff and the attorneys 
for the individual defendants and the counsel for the de-
fendants ''Conference Board of Finance'' and ''The Society 
for the R.elief of the Preachers of the Virginia Conference, 
etc.'' 
1. That P. B. Watt is Assistant Secretary of the Virginia 
Trust Company, executor of the last wi.ll and testament of 
Loulie B. Doggett, deceased, and that, if called as a. witness 
in this case, he would testify under oath to the following 
effect: 
a. That he 'vrote and mailed the ori,ginal of the carbon 
copies of the letters hereto attached, addressed to Dr. J. T. 
vVhitley, Norfolk, Virginia·, date, respectively, April 17th 
1924; April 23rd, 1924; April 25th, 1924, and October lOth, 
1924; and that he received through the mails the letters hereto 
attached addressed to v'"irginia Trust Company, signed J. 
T. Whitley, and dated respectively, April 18th, 1924; April 
23rrl, 1924, and October 9th, 1.924; 
b. That he wrote and mailed the originals of the carbon 
copies of the letters hereto attached addressed to Dr. B. :NI. 
Beckham, Ferrum, Virginia, dated, respectively, April 23rd, 
1924; April 25th, 1924, and October 6th .• 1924; and that he 
received through the mails the letters hereto attached ad-
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dressed to Virginia Trust Company, signed B. 
page 143 ~ M. Beckham, and dated respeetively; April 24th, 
1924; April 29th, 1924, and October 3rd, 1924. 
2. That the Rev. J. T. Whitley was, on the respective dates 
of the above mentioned letters signed by him, and still is, 
the Secretary and Treasurer of the Society for the Relief 
of the Preachers of the "\tirginia Conference, etc. 
3. That the relationship of the individual defendants in this 
sut to the testatrix are accurately set forth in the bill of 
complaint led in said suit. 
4. That the amount and character of th~ real and personal 
estate of Loulie B. Doggett as shown by the inventory and 
appraisement herewith led marked "Exhibit X'' and the 
accounts of the Virginia Trust Company, Executor, with the 
Estate of Loulie R. Doggett, being the principal account and 
the income account as of April 11th, 1925, marked ''Exhibit 
XX'' may be read and used in evidence as showing approxi-
mately the amount and value of said estate as fully and with 
the same effect at the hearing of this suit as if said accounts 
had been regularly taken in this suit. 
5. ~rhat the Board of Stewards of each church or congre-
gation is the authority which under the rules and usages of 
the Method~st Episcopal Church, South. has charge of the 
administration of the temporalities of such church or con-
gregation, in accordance with Sections 219 and 220 of the Dis-
cipline o( the Methodist Church South. 
6. The original letters and the carbon copies of letters ~·e­
ferred to in Section 1 hereof shall be subject to the right of 
counsel for "Conference Board of Finance" and ''The So-
ciety for the Relief of the Preachers of the Virginia Con-
ference, etc.," to object to the consideration 
page 144 ~ of the same as evidenced by the court upon the 
· following grounds: 
a. That they constitute hearsay evidence and are not 
proper evidence of any facts purporting to be stated therein. 
b. That they constitute mere statements of opinion. 
c. That they are irrelevant to the issue in this case, namely, 
the proper interpretation of the will of Loulie B. Doggett, 
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deceased, and the identic:fiation of the. beneficiary thereunder. 
d. That as to some of the supposed facts stated therein 
they are not the best evidence. 
e. That those of said letters which purport to. have been 
written by the Rev. J. T. Whitley are not shown to have been 
written pursuant to authority vested in him to speak on be-
half of his Society. 
The said letters and carbon copies shall be subject to fur-
ther objections by such couns~l upon such grounds as may 
be by them assigned a.t the trial of this case, except o~y 
that no objection shall be because of the fact that the said 
P. B. Watt 'vas not actually called as· a witness. 
7. That the letter referred to on pages 31 to 37 of the type-
written transcript of the testimony herein o.f Dr. Benjamin 
M. Beckham is the letter hereto f,l.ttached, dated April 23rd, 
1924, addressed to Virginia Trust Company and signed by 
J. T. vVhitley. 
R. That at the time of the preparation of the Virginia Con-
ference Annual for 1923 there were in the Virginia Confer-
ence, Methodist Episcopal Church South, 835, 
page 145 ~ churches, .as appears from said Annual, page 
188. . 
T. C. GORDON, 
Counsel for Virginia Trust Company, Executor of 
the last will and testament of Loulie B. Dog-
gett, dec'd. 
:rvr a.y 1926. 
FRANK T. SUTTON, Jr., 
WYNDHAM R .. MEREDITH, 
Counsel for Pattie G. Fitzgerald and David S. 
Doggett. 
. L.EAKE & BUFORD, 
Counsel for Conference Board of Finance of the 
Virginia Conference, Methodist Episcopal 
Church, South. 
and 
The Society for the Relief of the Preachers of the 
Virginia Conference, Methodist Episcopal 
Church, South, and their families, their wid-
ows and orphans. 
ANNIE D. LINEN, 
By Mc.GUIRE, RIELY & 
EGGLESTON, her counsel. 
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page 146 ~ April 17th, 1924. 
Dr. J. T. Whitley, 
Purk Place, 
Norfolk, Va. 
Dear Sir:-
We en:close herewith copy of will on which this Company · 
c1ualified a few days ago as Executor. With reference to the 
third clause, 've understand that you are the Secretary of the 
Society named as beneficiary in this section. If your Society 
is incorporated, we will be obliged if you wJ.ll.send us for our 
record a copy of your charter and by-laws .. If your Society 
is not incorporated, then we will be obliged if y.ou will send 
us such evidence as will conclusively show that your So~iety 
is the intended beneficiary under this clause of the will. 
Very truly yours, 
pbwjp 
page 147 ~ 
. ~rlie Virginia Trust Company, 
Richmond, Va. 
Dear Sirs: 
' Asst. Secretary. 
22H-36th St. Norfolk Va., 
April 18, 1924 . 
I am in receipt of your communication Qf the 17th, signed 
by P. B. Watt, assistant secretary, enclosing a copy of the 
will of the late Miss Loulie B. Doggett, and aslting informa-
tion about the Society of which I am secretary and treasurer. 
· In reRponRe. I send herewith a copy of the Charter and 
By-Laws of the ''>Society for the Relief of the Preachers of 
the Virginia Conference, Methodist Episcopal Church, .South, 
and their families, their widows and Orphans''. This "is the 
only incorporated Society or organization connected with 
the Virginia Conference. Our Society has now assets 
amounting t.o $77,000. 
Yon will obRerve that the Charter does not restrict the 
benefactions of the Society to ministers who are on the super-
P. G. Fitzgerald, et al., v. L. B. Doggett's Exor., et al. 149 
annuate list, but all ministers in full connection with the Con-
ference are eligible to receive relief, and also the families and 
widows and orphans are eligible. But as a matter of fact 
the superannuates receive very much more help annually 
than any other class of ministers, because their needs are 
usually more pressing. Wido"rs and orphans. of the deceased 
ministers of the Conference also receive much of the help 
given. The principle upon which the annual income (less 
office expenses, etc.} is distributed by the direetors is this: 
vVha.t preachers and their families, or widows and orphans 
CJf deceased preachers of the Conference, are now in special 
need of relief because of special stress of circumstances 7 In 
other words, the Society does not grant pensions, 
page 148 ~ but aims to meet emergencies as they arise. The 
calls upon our funds are many, and if we had a 
much larger fund, we could use it to good purpose. If you 
need to confer with me face to face, I will come to Richmond 
at your service. Whether my Society is the intended bene-
ficiary or not, must be decided by the proper authority; my 
own opinion is tha.t it was and is so intended. 
Yours very truly, 
. 
~f. T. WHITLEY, Secretary & Treasurer. 
The Society for the Relief of the Preachers of the 
Virginia Conferenc Methodist Episcopal 
Church, South, and their families, their wid-
ows and orphans. 
Charter and By-La.ws of th~ "Society for the Relief of 
Preachers &c.'' is not copied here for the reason that it is 
copied as Exhibit 0. D. No. 1 with depositions of Collins 
Denny. (Page 85 of the record.) 
page 149 ~ April 23rd, 1924. 
2\fr. J. T. Whitley, Secretary and Treasurer, 
228 Thirty Sixth Street, 
Norfolk, Vir gina. · 
Dear Sir: 
Vve are in receipt of your letter· of April 18th, enclosing 
eopy of your charter and by-la,vs, and I am going to ask if 
-vou will not be A'Ood enou~h to send us another copy. 
· We appreciate too the additional information given. in 
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your letter, aud.in answer to your inquiry beg to say that for 
the present I do not see any necessity for your coming to 
Richmond. I understood from phone conversation of this 
morning that you are going to write us a further letter giving 
additional figures as to the purpose and activity of you1 
Society. 
pbw/p 
page 150 ~ 
Very truly yours, 
------- Asst. Secretary. 
228-36th St., Norfolk, Va., 
April 23, 1924. 
The Virginia 'rrust Company, 
Richmond. Va. 
Dear Sirs: 
:Referring to the bequest of the late 1\Hss Loulie B. Doggett 
for the benefit of superannuated preac-hers of the Virginia 
Conference. 1\L E. Church, South, I beg to submit the fol-
lowing statement in addition to the recent letter I wrote: 
Judging by the language of the will, there are only two 
organizations that could possibly be considered in deciding 
upon the destination of the bequest. One of these in the 
Preachers' Relief Society, of which I am secretary and treas-
urer, nnd the other is the Conference Board of Finance. 
So far as tl1e Preachers' Relief Society is concerned, the 
p1·inted charter and by-laws that I sent you last week will 
give information as to its organization and working. In ap-
plying our regular fund, we are at liberty to. include pastors 
in active service, as 'veil as superannuates; and also the fami-
lies of our ministers, widows and children of deceased preach- · 
ers, etc. In the distribution of funds at the last Annual 
Conference, Oct. 1923, appropriations were made to nineteen 
superannuates. five men in active service, thirty-one widows 
of deceased ministers, and ten orphans of deceased minis-
ters. Our appropriations are based on the needs of each 
applicant, so far as the directors are able to ascertain them. 
Now, if 1\rfiss Doggett's bequest should be placed 
page 151 ~ with our Society for application, I am author-
ized to say, after consultation with the three direc-
tors who constitute the finance committee (all of whom live 
in Norfolk) that we will keep the Doggett Fund separate 
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from our regular Fund, will carefully invest the capital, col-
lect the income, and appropriate it exclusively to the super-
annuated members of the Virginia Conference, according to 
our understanding of the testator's requirement. And our 
annual report, which is printed in the ''Conference Annual'', 
will show every item of receipts and expenditures, just as it 
shows the details of the Regular Fund. Our directors meet 
annually during the sessions of the Virginia Conference, 
and disburse the funds that we have, Being incorporated, our 
Society is authorized to receive and disburse funds, as you 
see in the charter that I sent. 
Now with regard to the Conference Board of Finance; 
This Board is composed of one minister and one layman from 
each of the Presiding Elders' districts twenty men in all. 
Rev. B. 1\ti. Beckham, D. D., Ferrum, Va., is the president, 
and Mr. Lee Britt, of Suffolk, Va., is secretary.· (Mr. Britt 
is a lawyer.) Of the members of the Board, there are two 
living in Richmond; Rev. J. N. Latham, D. D. pastor of Cen-
tenary church, and Mr. J. Lee Davis, president of the West 
ltJnd Bank. If you wish to read the law under 'vhich this 
Board works, refer to the ''Methodist Discipline'', edition of 
1.922, pages 158 to 160, paragraphs 355 to 360. You can get 
a c.opy at the Nlethodist Publishing House. Fifth and Grace 
streets. or borrow a copy from Dr. Latham. I have exam-
ined the '• Oonference Annual'' of 1923, and find that the 
Board made appropriations last October as fol-
page 152 } lows : 
Number of superannuates -32 
'' '' wives of superannuates 30 
'' '' widows of deceased preachers 34 
'' '• children of living or deceased preachers 36 
' ' ' ' orphans of preachers (special needs) 18 
200 
(This allows for several death of preachers and preach-
ers' wido,vs since last October, and is substantially .correct.) 
You will see from the above that the Conference Board of 
Finance appropriated to only 32 superannuates (men) out of 
200 beneficiaries, which shows that the ''principal object'' 
can hardly be said to be providing for superannuates. But 
all of the work of that Board is important, the needs of wid-
o,vs and children being quite as pressing as those of the su-
perannuates themselves. 
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I have written thus at length, in order that you may have 
all the facts in deciding where to place Miss Doggett's be-
. quest. While I think that the Preachers' Relief Society is 
better prepared to handle this bequest than is the Conference 
Board of Finance. I am in hearty sympathy with the work 
of that Board, and shall be well satisfied if the bequest 
should be placed with that organization. I want the very 
best thing to be done, to carry out the provisions of Miss Dog.;. 
gett 's beautiful benefaction. 
page 153 ~ I repeat what I said before: If you wish at 
any time to consult with me in person, let me 
know, and I will go to Richmond and see you. As soon as 
you -reach a definite conclusion, I will be glad to hear from 
you. If there should be any litigation, of course you will let 
me know, so that I may take any steps that are necessary to 
represent the attitude of our Society. 
Yours very truly, 
(Rev.) J. T. WIDTLEY, 
J. T. WIDTLEY. 
P. S.-I forgot to say above that I am not sure whether 
the Conference Board of Finance could hold the Doggett 
Fund separate from their other funds, and appropriate it 
exclusively to superannuates, or not. Unless that could be 
done, the instructions of the testator would not be obeyed. 
Dr. Beckham could throw light on that point, no doubt . 
page 154 ~ 
Mr. J. T. Whitley, 
228-36th Street, 
~orfolk, 17irginia. 
Dear Sir:-
• T. T. W. 
April 25th, 1924. 
We wdte to acknowledge your letter of April 23rd, giving 
us further information in reference to your Society and 
the Conference Board of Finance, and we wish also to thank 
you for the two additional copies of the charter and by-Jaws 
which have just been recived. 
In this connection we think it on]y fair to say that some 
of Miss Doggett's relatives have indicated a possible inten-
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tion of employing counsel in this matter to test the validity of 
this gift, and it is probable that the matter will have. to be 
passed upon by the Court. 
pbw/p 
page 155 ~ 
Very truly yours, 
----- Asst. ~ecretary. 
228-36th St. Norfolk, Va., 
Oct. 9, 1924. 
The Virginia Trust Company, 
Richmond, Virgina. 
Dear Sirs,-
As the Virginia Methodist Conference is to meet in this 
city next Wednesday, Oct. 15, I will thank you to apprise me 
in advance of any new development in connection with Miss 
Doggett's bequest to the superannuate preachers of the Con-
fernce. lfave you any suggestions to make regarding any 
action by the Conference? My expectation is that a resolu-
tion will be offered by joint action of the. Preachers' Relief 
Society and the Gonfernce Board of Finance, so that the Con-
fernce may express a. definite opinion as to what organiza-
tion should receive and administer the bequest. There will 
be no rivalry between the two organizations mentioned 
above. 
Yours very truly, 
J. T. WIDTLEY, 
Secretary & treasurer, P. R. Society. 
page 156 ~ · 
lVIr. J. T. Whitley, 
228 Thirty -sixth Street, 
~orfolk, vTirginia. 
Dear Sir:-
October lOth, 1924. 
Your letter of October 9th, received, and there have been 
absolutely no developments with respect to the Doggett be-
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quest since our recent correspondence and last conversation 
with you. 
Very truly yours, 
pbw/p 
page 157 ~ 
------- Asst. Secretary. 
Dr. B. M. Beckham, President. 
],errum Training School, 
Ferrum, Virginia. 
Dear Sir:-
April. 23rd, 1924. 
We enclose herewith copy of will of the late Miss Loulie 
B. Doggett, of whose estate we qualified as Executor April 
11th. 
You will please note particularly that part of the will re-
lating to the establishment of a fund for the relief of super-
annuated ministers. '\Ve understand that as President or 
Chairman of the Conference Board of Finance, you can prob-
ably identify your Board as the proper one to receive the 
benefits from this trust. Won't you please let us hear from 
you on the subject, sending us a copy of your charter and 
by-laws if your Board is incorporated, and in any event giv-
ing us full information as to the principal object of appro-
priations made by your Board. 
Very truly yours, 
pbw/p ------- Asst. Secretary. 
page 158 ~ 
Virginia 'l'rust Company 
Richmond, Va. 
Dear Sirs. 
Ferrum Training School 
Ferrum, Va., 
April 24, 1924. 
Yours of the 23rd has been received. I{indly have one of 
your representatives see Dr. J. N. Latham, pastor of Centen-
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ary M. E. Church, South, in Richmond, and ask him to sho:w 
him a copy of the Virginia Conference. Annual, in which my 
name appears as chairman of the Virginia Conference Board 
of Finance, and to sho'v you from the book of discipline, 
of 1922, what the duties of a Conference Board of Finance 
are. 
This I think will meet all the requirements named in your 
letter. 
With kind regards, I am, 
Sincerely yours, 
B. M. BEOKHAM, 
Chairman Va. Conf. Bd. of Finance. 
page 159} 
Dr. B. :M. Beckham, Chairman, 
Virginia Conference Board of Finance, 
~,errum, Virginia. 
Dear Sir:-
Yours of April 24th received. 
April 25th, 1924. 
For your information, I beg to advise that certain of Miss 
Doggett's relatives have intimated their intention to employ 
counsel to test the validity of the gift under the ·Doggett 
will referred to in our letter of April 23rd. 
pbw/p 
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Dear Sirs. 
Very truly . yours, 
------- Asst. Secretary. 
Ferrum Training School, 
Ferrum, V.a., 
A!pril 29, 1924. 
Yours of the 25th has been received. I will be in Richmond 
this week end and will call to see you, and go over the situa-
tion. 
Very truly yours, 
B. M. BECKHAM. 
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page 161 ~ October 6th, 1924. 
Mr. B. M. Beckham, Chairman, 
Board of Finance, 
Ferrum, Virginia. · 
Dear Sir:-
Yours of October 3rd received, and this line is to say that 
there have been no further developments in connection with 
the Doggett bequest, since our previous correspondence and 
conference with you. 
\T ery truly yours, 
pbw;p 
------- Asst. Secretary. 
Dear Sirs: 
Our Conferenoo .lmeets in Norfolk" ()pt ';:t.5th, Wiilil',you 
kindly write me fully the present Status of the Doggett be-
quest to Superannuate preachers of the Virginia Conference. 
Yours Sincerely, 
B. M. BECKHAM, 
Chairman Boa-rd of Finance. 
page 163 ~ :BJXHIBIT X, WITH STIPULATION OF 
COUNSEL. 
Inventory and Appraisement of the Real and Personal 
Estate of Loulie B. Doggett, Made by the Undersigned, Llew-
ellyn McVeigh, J. }.L Carter, Jr., and Oscar Upshur, Three 
of the Appraisers Appointed by an Order of the Chancery 
Court -of the City of Richmond, Virginia, Dated February 
27th, 1924, said Appraisers Having First Been Duly Sworn 
for the Purpose : 
$5,000.00 J. L. Mathews Real Estate 6% Notes 
·due March 1st, 1924 $ 5,000.00 
$5,000.00 J. L. Mathews 6% Real Estate note, 
due March 1st, 1924, . 5,000.00 
$100.00 Ji.,irst Liberty Loan converted 41ft1% 
b.Qnd @ 9~ 5/32 99.16 
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400.00 Second Liberty Loan Converted 4~~% 
bond @ 99 3/32 
50.00 Third Issue 4%, Liberty Loan bond, @ 
99 H1/32, 
200.00 Fourth Liberty Loan 4%% bonds, 99 
5/32, 
3 shares First National Bank, 278, 
14 " U. S. Steel Corporation Common, @ 
102 5/8, 
16 " Virginia Carolina. Chemica~ Co., @ 
1214, 
18 '' Atlantic Coast Line R. R. Common, @ 
114% 
28 '' Virginia Fire & Marine Insurance Co. 
@ 92%, 
20 '' Old Dominion Iron & Steel Corp @ 
4% 
20 " Virginia Rwy. & Power Go. Common, 
@ 36, 
44 " Virginia Rwy. & Po,ver Co., Preferred, 
@ 74112 . 
1 diamond solitaire ring, 
Cash found among decedent's effects, 
Amount on deposit Savings Department First 
National Bank, 
No. H10 West Grace St., 
No. 317 East Franklin St. 
396.37 
49.98 
198.32 
834.00 
1,539.37 
196.00 
2,061.00 
2,590.00 
-85.00 
720.00 
3,278.00 
300.00 
110.00 
2,205.50 
21,500.00 
19,850.00 
Total $66,012.70 
Note: In Addition to the foregoing property this estate 
owns the following stock which the Appraisers consider as 
of doubtful value : 
50 shares Green Monster 1'Iining Company, stock 
200 '' Blackshare Oil & Gas Company, 
4 '' Motoaca Manufacturing Company, stock, 
40 " United States Ship Corporation, 
13 '' Pelican and Dives ~lining Company. 
Appraisers. 
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page 164 ~ To Mr. John B. Minor, 
Commissioner of Accounts, 
Richmond, \T a. 
We ask that the foregoing be accepted as an Inventory 
and Appraisement of the real estate and personal estate of 
~iiss Loulie B. Doggett. 
VIRGINIA TRUST COMPANY, 
Committee of the estate of Miss Loulie B. Doggett. 
By---------
Asst. Secretary. 
Richmond, Virginia, May -, 1924. 
EXHIBIT XX WITH STIPULATION OF COUNSEL. 
ESTATE OF LOULIE B. DOGGETT IN ACCOUNT WITH VIRGINIA 
TRUST COMPANY, EXECUTOR: 
1924 
Apr. 12 
u 12 
" 12 
PRINCIPAL ACCOUNT: 
By Div. United States Steel Corp ........... . 
" First National Bank of Richmond ........ . 
To Clerk Chancery Court, certificate of quali-
fication.............................. S 1.50. 
14 By Int. 4th L. L. c. bonds .................. . 
14 To L. T. Christian, funeral expenses ......... . 
15 " Jefferson Pharmacy, mdse ............... . 
H 16 " Clerk Chancery Court, fee and tax on 
qualification, certificate of qualifacation .. 
21 By Div. Va. Rwy. & Power Co ........... .' .. . 
ll 21 To C. Lumsden & Sons, appraising one diamond 
solitaire ring ......................... . 
" 25 By Amt. transferred to this acct. from Com-
mittee acct. of Loulie B. Doggett ....... . 
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May 5 To Stamps on transfer 20 shs. Va. Rwy. & 
Power Co ........................... . 
7 By John C. Williams & Co., sale of 20 shs. Va. 
Rwy. & Power Co. Com. @ 40 less com .. 
" 7 To Mrs. Imogen \V alters, legacy ............ . 
" 7 " Mrs. Martha Sutton, legacy ............. . 
" 7 " Mrs. Lula Rufty, legacy ................. . 
7 " Mrs. Pattie G. Fitzgerald, legacy ......... . 
7 " Mrs. Annie D. Linen, legacy ............. . 
" 7 " A. C. ·williams, services in connection of 
Commonwealth vs. Dands . ............. . 
464.50 
1.25 
75.00 
2.00 
.40 
500.00 
500.00 
500.00 
500.00 
1,500.00 
15.00 
s 26.25 
9.00 
4.24 
66.00 
5,654.39 
794.20 
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11 By one diamond solitaire ring brought into acct. 
for distribution at appraised value ...... . 
11 To One diamond solitaire ring turned over to 
Miss Loulie Rufty under provisions of 
14 
Miss Doggett's will. .................. . 
" Mrs. Pattie Fitzgerald, 1/2 cost of section in 
Hollywood Cemetery purchased by Mrs. 
Fitzgerald & Miss Doggett ............ . 
June 13 u J. C. Noel, Coli. Int. Rev. 2nd installment 
1923, U. S. Incoine tax ................ . 
20 By John C. Williams & Co., sale of 44 shs. Va. 
Rwy. & Power Co. Pfd. @ 80 less com. 
and tax ............................. . 
" 23 " Redemption J. L. Matthews Co. bond called 
@ 101 and int ....................... . 
Jul. 22 
" 24 
To Clerk Chancery Court, certified copy of will. 
" Clerk Chancery Court, three certified copies 
of will .............................. . 
Aug. 13 By Davenport & Co., sale 18 shs. A. C. L. Rwy. 
" 
Co., Com. @ 126 1/8 less and tax ...... . 
18 To Treasurer of the State of New Jersey, State 
Inheritance tax due the State of New 
Jersey .............................. . 
Sept. 12 " J. C. No.ell, Coli. Int. Rev., balance due acct. 
U. S. Income tax 1923 ................ . 
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Sept. 17 To John B. Minor, Comsr., fee for state In~ 
heritance tax report .................. . 
Nov. 22 By Check from the Georgia Casualty Co. in 
payment of accident policy ............ . 
" 25 " John C. Williams & Co. sale of 20 shs. Old 
Dominion Iron & Steel Co. @ 4~ less 
com. and tax ........................ . 
Dec. 2 To Mrs. Pattie G. Fitzgerald, damages received 
" 
· growing out of an automobile accident 
causing death of Miss Loulie B. Doggett. 
This amt. being payable to Mrs. Fitzgerald 
only sister of decedent under statute ..... 
5 " Clerk Chancery Court, Ctf. of qualification 
under seal $1.50 & certified copy of 
will 82.75 ............................ . 
" 10 By Davenport & Co., sale of 15 shs. U. S. Steel 
@ 110 34 Com., less com. and tax ....... . 
" 30 " Davenport & Co., sale of 16 shs. Va. Caro~ 
lina Chemical Co. Pfd. stock@ 12~ less 
com. and tax ..•...................... 
300.00 
250.00 
2.54 
1.50 
3.75 
76.83 
7.64 
50.00 
1--,500.00 
4.25 
300.00 
3,497.12 
5,000.00 
2,265.21 
1,500.00 
87.48 
1,648.80 
196.72 
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1925 
Mar. 4 " From acct. of Virginia Trust Co., Committee 
for Loulie B. Doggett to close that acct.. 1.82 
" 4 To John B. Minor, Comsr., fee settling Com-
mittee acct. of Loulie B. Doggett .. , . . . . . 8. 25 
" 12 " Clerk Chancery Court, 2 certified copies of 
will.................................. 6.00 
" 27 'h Times Dispatch, insertion of legal notices.. . 7. 68 
Apr. 11 " Commissions............................ 1,052.45 
" 11 " Balance ........ , ....................... 13,720.69 
$21,Q51.23 $21,051.23 
1925 
Apr. 11 By Balance ............................... . 
page 167 ~ SECURITIES HELD: 
3 Shs. First Nat'l Bk. Richmond, Va., stock. 
28 " Va. Fire & Marine Ins. Co. stock. 
200 " Blackshere Oil & Gas Co. stock. 
50 " Green Monster Mining Co. stock. 
4 " Matoaca Mfg. Co. stock. 
13 " Pelican & Dives Mining Co. stock. 
40 " United States Ship Corp. stock. 
1st Conv. Liberty c bond ............................ . 
2nd Conv. Liberty c bonds ........................... . 
3rd issue Liberty c. bonds ............................ . 
4th issue Liberty c bonds ....... ·: ................... . 
1924 
May t5 
June 4 
" 16 
" 16 
INCOME ACCOUNT: 
By Int. 2nd Conv. coupon Liberty ........... . 
" Div. Old Dominion Iron & Steel Co ...... . 
" Int. First conv. coupon Liberty bond ..... . 
To Drake-Mann Realty Co., 1924 tax on lot 
~32, block 104 Hazelwood Park, N. Y. 
s 100.00 
400.00 
50.00 
200.00 
Co .................................. S 4.80 
16 By Premium J. L. Matthews Co. bonds called 
" 16 
" 30 
Jul. 1 
" 2 
" 10 
Sept. 15 
" 29 
Oct. 1 
" 15 
@ 101 .............................. . 
" Int. to date J. L. Matthews ............. . 
" Div. U.S. Steel Corp. Pfd ............... . 
" " First N at'l Bank .................. : . 
" " Va. Fire & Marine Ins. Co .......... . 
" " A. C. L. Com. ; . ; ....... ; ... : ..... . 
" Int. 3rd L. L, c. bond ................... . 
" Div. U. S. Steel Corp., Com ............. . 
" " First Nat'l Bank ................... . 
" Int. 4th L. L. c. bonds .................. . 
$13,720.69 
8.52 
3.60 
2.13 
50 ... 00 
93.33 
26,25 
9.00 
42.00 
81.00 
1.07 
26.25 
9.00 
4.27 
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Nov. 15 By Int. 2nd L. L. c. bonds .................. . 
" 26 To 1924 state income tax.................... 8.44 
" 26 " 1924 state personalty tax................. 52.66 
Dec. 2 By Div. Old Dominion Iron & Steel Co ...... . 
" 15 " Int. 1st Conv. L. L. c. bond ............. . 
" 30 To 1924 city tax on personalty .......... _. . . . 25.20 
1925 
Jan. 2 By Div. First Ns,tional Bank ............... . 
" 2 " " Va. Fire & Marine Ins. Co........... • 
" 17 To Va. Fire & Marine Ins. Co., ins........... 17.50 
Feb. 27 By Int. on credit balances in Committeeship 
acct. to Apr. 25, 1925 ................. . 
Mar. 16. " Int. 3rd L. L. c. bond ................... . 
Apr. 1 " Div. First Nat'l Bank ................... . 
" 11 " Int. on cr. balances to date@ 3% ........ . 
" 11 To Commissions ................... ,......... 39.55 
" 11 " Balance. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 643. 39 
s 791.54 
1925 
Apr. 11 By Balance ............................... . 
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Filed in Court Under Decree of June 13, 1928. 
8.48 
3.60 
2.12 
9.00 
42.00 
38.00 
1.06 
9.00 
321.86 
791.54 
643.39 
Virginia Trust Company, Executor of the last. Will and Tes-
tament of Loulie B. Doggett, dec 'd, 
vs. 
Pattie G. Fitzgerald, et als. 
Stipulation of Parties. 
It is hereby stipulated of record between the undersigned 
parties to this suit that, in the decision of this case, Section 
587 of the Code of Virginia. 1919, is to be construed as if 
there had not been introduced into the General Assembly of 
Virginia of 1928 and had not been adopted by such General 
Assembly of Virginia and approved by the Governor a cer-
tain bill entitled "A" bill to provide for the appointment of 
trustees to hold gifts, grants, or devises of real estate for 
charitable purposes to unincorporated bodies or societies, 
and to prescribe the powers and duties of such trustees'', 
apnroved l~".ebrua.ry 20th, 1928. 
It is further stipulated and agreed that none of undersigned-
parties shall have, assert or claim any strengthening of their 
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own rights or weakening of the rights of another by reason 
of the introduction, adoption or approval of the aforesaid 
bill approved F~bruary 20th, 1928. 
This stipulation shall be properly made a part of the rec-
ord in this cause. 
Conference Board of Finance of the Virginia 
. Conference of the Methodist Episcopal 
Church South, 
By LEAKE & BUFORD. 
ANNIE D. LINEN, 
By McGUIRE, RILEY & 
EGGLESTON, her Counsel. 
page 170 } The· Society for the Relief of the Preachers 
of the Virginia Conference Methodist 
Episcopal Church, South and their fami-
li~s, their widows and orphans . 
February 27th, 1928. 
. 
By LEAK & BUFORD, 
PATTIE G. FITZGERALD 
By WYNDHAM R. MEREDITH, 
· Her CounseL 
G. B. DOGGETT, Jr., 
WYNDHAM R. MEREDITH. 
A.nd at another day, to-wit: 
At a Oourt of Chancery, Held on the 13th day of June, 1:928. 
Virginia Trust ·company, Executor of the last Will and Tes-
ta.ment of Loulie B. D·oggett, deceased, 
vs. 
Pattie G .. Fitzgerald, DavidS. Doggett, Annie D! Linen, The 
Society for the Relief of The Preachers of The. Virginia 
Conference, lYiethodist Episcopal Church, South, and their 
Families, their widows and Orphans, and the Conference 
Board of Finance of The Virginia C'onference of The 
Methodist Episcopal Church, South. 
P. G. :B1itzgerald, et al., v. L. B. Doggett's Exor., et al. l63 
At a previous term of the court this cause, which had been 
duly matured at rules, docketed and set for hearing, came on 
to be heard upon the bill and the exhibits therewith, upon 
the order of publication against Annie D. Linen, the non-
resident defendant, and the proof of the publication and post-
ing thereof, upon the joint and separate answer of the de-
fendants Pattie G. Fitzgerald and David S. Doggett; upon 
the answer of defendant, The 'Society for the Relief of the 
Preacher~ of the Virginia Conference, Methodist Episcopal 
Church, South, and their Families, their Widows 
page 171 ~ and Orphans; upon the answer of defendant Con-
ference Board of Finance, of the Virginia Con-
ference, :Nlethodist Episcopal Church, South; upon the depo-
sitions of Collins Denny and J. A. Gawthrop, and the ex-
hibits therewith, duly filed; upon the deposition of Benja-
min M. Beckham, treated as filed but not then actually filed; 
upon a stipulation of counsel, dated May - 1926, and the 
exhibits therewith, likewise treated as filed but not then act-
ually filed, and was argued by counsel and the court not be-
ing advised of what its judgment should be, took time to 
consider thereof. 
And it is now ordered that the aforesaid deposition of 
Benjamin .. M. Beckham and the aforesaid stipulation of coun-
sel dated May-1926, and the exhibits therewith, and a stipu-
lation of the parties including Annie D. I.Jinen, the.non-resi-
dent defendant) by counsel, dated February 27, 1928, and this 
day presented to the Court, be and the same are hereby or-
dered to be filed as a part of the record herein. 
And the court having now maturely considered of its 
judgment is of opinion: 
1st. That the l\iethodist Episcopal Church, South, is an 
oragnization of the members of that Christian Denomina-
tion familiarly known as Methodists; that said churrh is an 
· organization which functions over a large arear and in many 
states; that it has adopted and is organized under and its 
members, both lay and clerical, are subject to an elaborate 
structure or code of church law, designated and published 
as the ''Doctrines and Discipline of the Methodist Episcopal 
Church, South, 1922", frequently referred to as the Discip-
line; that the Discipline provides a complete set 
page 172 } of laws or regulations for the control of the or-
ganizations and a.ctivi ties of the church as a 
whole and within the various subdivisions th~reof; that these 
. - . . . 
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laws of the c.hurch divide the area throughout which the 
church at large functions into various territorial subdivisions, 
which sub-divisions are termed Conferences; that such terri-
torial subdivisions or conferences are also referred to and 
designated in said Disicpline as Annual Conferences; that 
under the provisions of the Discipline the· Virginia Confer-
ence, Methodist Episcopal Church, S'outh, is an Annual Con-
fernce that an Annual Conference is composed of preachers 
and laymen who work and reside within the territory em-
braced within the boundaries of that Conference; tha.t an 
..Annual Uonference is required to meet annually; that the 
boundaries of said Virginia Conference are defined in Chap-. 
ter 29 of the Discipline dealing, among other things, with 
"Boundaries of the Annual Conferences''; that the Discip-
line of the church requires, among other things, each annual 
or territorial conference to organize a Conference Board 
of Finance of that Cnference, which board is a. permanent 
board, the members thereof being elected by that conference 
quadrennially; and that each Conference Board of Fiance 
is particularly charged by the Discipline with the care and 
relief of the superannuated ministers of that conference by 
which such Conference Board of Finance is created, according 
to the several necessities of such superannuated ministers. 
2nd. That under and ·pursuant to the requiremnts of the 
Discipline there exists a corporation of the S.tate of Mis-
souri under the corporate name of ''The Board of Finance 
of the Methodist Episcopal Church, South", (Frequently 
spoken of in the record as the General Board of Finance) 
which corporation is an organization of the 
page 173 ~ church at large and not of the Virginia Confer-
ence; that said corporation receives funds from 
the church at 'large, that is, from all territorial or annual 
conferences in the entire church, and that such funds are dis-
tributed to claimants of the general church as follows: 
( .1) to the superannuated preachers of all Conferences 
of the Church, on the basis of years of service. 
(2) To the widows of deceased preachers of all Confer-
ences of the Church, on the basis of the number of years 
that they have been the wives of effective traveling preacher.s; 
and the amount shall be two-thirds (2/3rds) of that paid 
to the superannuated preachers for a like number of effec-
tive years of service. · 
• 
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(3) That ''The Board of Finance of the Methodist Epis-
copal Church, South'', referred to in the argument of conn.:. 
sel, iR an organization of the General Conference of the 
.. Methodist Episcopal Church, South, which General Con-
ference comprises the entire body of the Methodist Episcopal 
Chuch, South; that said The Board of Finance of the Meth-
odist Episcopal Church South, is not, therefore, an organi-
zation or society of the Virginia Conference of said church 
except. insofar as said Virginia Confernce is one of many 
conferences participating, in conjunction with all other con-
ferences of the church at large, in the affairs of the general 
church; that said corporation does not have as its principal 
object the relief of superannuated ministers of the Virginia 
Conference but the relief of superannuated ministers of the 
ntire body of the church at large; and that, therefore, said 
'l,he Board of Finance of the Methodist Episcopal Church, 
South, is not the organization or s·ociety referred to in the 
third or residuary clause of the will of L.oulie B. 
page 17 4 ~ Doggett, Deceased, whereby she gave, bequeathed 
and deviRed the entire res·idu,i'ltrm of her estate 
unto ''that society or organization of the Virginia Confer-
ence, Methodist Episcopal Church, South, having as its prin-
cipal object the relief of superannuated ministers of the Vir-
ginia Conference". · 
( 4) That defendant, '' 'rhe Society for the Relief of the 
Preachers of the Virginia Conference, Methodist Episcopal 
Church, South, and their :B,amilies, their widows, and Or-
plums", is a Virginia Corporation and is not an organiza-
tion or s·ociety of the Virginia Conference; that though the 
directors of snid corporation, under its charter, are annu-
ally chosen by the Virginia Conference of the JVIethodist 
Episcopal Church, South, no funds are appropriated to or 
provided for Sf:lid corporation by said Virginia Conference 
and sHid ·virginia Conference exercises no control over and 
posssesses no power of ratification or of disapproval or of 
disaffirmance of the acts of said corporation; that the or-
ganization of said corporation is not prescribed or provided 
for by the laws of the church; that said corporation is a 
private enterprise is no part of the church organization, dis-
burses no funds raised by the church as such or provided from 
or by church assessments; that said corporation func.tions 
independently of said Virginia Conference notwithstanding 
it fn.rnishes a report of its transactions to such C'onferenco 
for the. information of the latter; tl~at said corporation docs 
166 ~upreme Court of Appeals of Virginia. 
not have as its principal object the care of superannuated 
ministers of the Virginia Conference but on the contrary 
has as its principal object the assistance of all ministers of 
said Conference, whether superannuated, active and itinerant .. 
or superanu1nerJ1, as well as of their families, 
page 175 ~ their widows and orphans; that such assistance 
is not necessarily render.ed by said corporation 
to the superannuated ministers of said Conference but to all 
preachers thereof and only to those making application for 
such assitance,· and, therefore, that said corporation is not 
"that so0iety or organization of the Virginia Conference, 
l\fethodist J4Jpiscopal Church, South, having as its principal 
object the relief of superannuated ministers of the Virginia 
Conference'' referred to in the aforesaid third or residuary 
clause of the "ill of said Loulie B. Doggett, Deceased. 
( 5) That the Conference Board of Finance of the Virginia 
Conference, :Niethodist Episcopal Church, .South is a per-
manent board of the 1\'Iethodist Episcopal Church, South, the 
org·anization of which by the Virginia Conference is specifi-
cally required and provided for by the Discipline or laws 
of said church; that such board has been created and or-
ganized by the Virginia Conference of said church and is 
now and was at the date of the aforesaid will of Loulie B. 
Doggett, Deceased, and for a long time theretofore in exist-
ence and exercising the duties and functions prescribed for 
it by the Discipline; that under such Discipline the said Con-
ference Board of Finance of the Virginia Conference is par-
ticularly charged 1vith the care and relief of the superannu-
ted ministers of the Virginia Conference; that said Confer-
ence Board of :B,inance of the Virginia Conference is charged, 
under the Discipline of said church, with the duty of pre-
senting to the annual conference of said Virginia Conference, 
the estimated amount needed to provide a reason-
page 176 ~ able support for the superannuated ministers and 
the widows and orphan children of deceased mem-
bers of the Conference; that under the aforesaid Discipline 
the claims to relief of superannuated ministers who were 
~enthers of the Virginia Conference are on such Virginia 
Conference; that funds received by the Conference Board 
of Finance of the Virgina Confere~ce are in large part re-
alized through assesments made upon the various congrega-
tions together constituting the Virginia Conference; that such 
funds can he expended by the Conference Board of Finance 
of the Virginia Couferen~e only for the relief of superannu-
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ated ministers and the 'vidows and orphans of itinerant min-
isters of such Virginia Conference; that each superannuated 
minister of the Virginia Conference has a claim upon the 
funds so collected or received by the Conference Board of 
Finance of 'the Virginia Conference; that it is through said 
Conference Board of Finance of the Virginia Conference that 
annual appeals are presented to the members of the congre-
gations composing the Virginia Conference for funds for the 
superannuated ministers of such Conference; that said Con-
ference Board of Finance of the VirM,nia Conference, 
though m1incorporated, is a permanent organization of the 
Virginia Conference, Methodist Episcopal Ohurch, South, 
and is the only organization of that Conference which ap-
plies funds raised by the churches composing that conference 
through its church organization and machinery to the. relief 
of superannuated ministers of the Virginia Conference, and 
that said Conference Board of Finance of the Virginia Con-
ference, has as its principal object the relief of superannu-
ated rninisters of the Virginia Conference, and, therefore, 
that said Conference Board .of Finance of the 
page 177 ~ Virginia Conference, J\tlethodist Episcopal 
Church, South, is that organization to which the 
aforesaid Loulie B. Doggett, D·eceased, referred in the afor~­
said third or residuary clause of her will. 
(6) That the disposition of the residui·um of the estate 
of said testatrix under the aforesaid third clause of her will 
was and is a char'titable gift but that the charity thereby 
sought to be created is not a religious charity but rather 
a ~harity for the benefit of needy persons of a certain desig-
nated class. 
(7) That under section 587 of the Code of Virginia which 
reads in part as follows : ''and every gift, ~ant, devise or 
bequest hereafter made for charitable purJ>ose whether 
made in any case to a. body corporate or unincQrporated, or 
to a natur~l person shall be as valid as if mad~ to or for the 
benefit of a certain natural person'', the aforesaid bequest 
and devise made under the third clause of the will of said Lou-
lie B. Doggett, deceased, is a valid bequest and devise; 
.A.nd the court doth so adjudicate. 
And the court doth, therefore, adjudge, ord~r and decree 
that the Conference Board of Finance of the Virginia Con~ 
ference, Methodist Episcopal Church, South, is that organi~ 
~~tion ~~~ ~OQiety of the Virginia Conference, Methodist 
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Episcopal_ Church, having as its principal object the relief 
of. superannuated ministers of the Virginia Confet:ence, re-
ferred to in the third clause of .the will of Loulie B. Doggett, 
Deceased; that the bequest and devise made under said clause 
of such will are lawful and valid; and that the aforesaid 
Conference Board of ],inance of th~ Virginia Conference, 
Methodist Episcopal Church, South, be, and it is hereby es-
. tablished as the legatee and devisee entitled to 
page 178 ~ receive, for the purposes stated in said will, .all 
property constituting the residuary estate of tlie 
said Loulie B. Doggett, deceased. 
And by· eonsent of counsel given in open court, copies of 
the ''Doctrines and Discipline of the Methodist Episcopal 
Church, South, 1922", may be used on any appeal taken as a 
part of the record in this cause without being embraced 
in any certified transcript thereof. 
I, Charles 0. Saville, Clerk of the Chancery Court of the 
City of Richmond, hereby certify that the foregoing is a true 
transcipt of so much of the record as was ordered by coun-
sel, and the notice in obedience to Section 6339, Code of 
Virginia, has been duly given. 
Teste: 
CHAS. 0. SA VILLE, Clerk. 
Fee for transcript of record, 89.00. 
A Copy-Teste: 
H. STEW ART ,JONES, C. C.· 
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